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Summary

In 1990, 1n response to Assembly Bill 746 (Hayden
1987), the Commission 188ued 1ts first report on stu-
dents with disabihties i1n Cahfornia public higher
education That document counsisted solely of the
commuggion’s analysis of reports by the University
of California, the California State Unmiversity, and
the Califorma Commumty Colleges on this sub-
Ject,

Thas second document, which also responds to AB
746, deals with four different aspects of disabled
student services:

e Part One provides background on the State’s con-
cern for students with disabilities and the Com-
mission’s work 1n this area

o Part Two updates the Commussion’s 1990 report
by describing the information contained 1n the
systems’ new bienmial reports and drawing con-
clusions regarding their programs for disabled
students based on that information

¢ Part Three evaluates information on learning
disabled students 1n the California Community
Colleges for the four year perod from 1987-88
through 1990-91 It 18 the Commission’s final
analysis of this topic called for 1n Supplemental
Language to the 1988 Budget Act.

s Finally, Part Four describes programs offered by
the State's Department of Rehabilitation for dis-
abled students in California’s colleges and uni-
vergities

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting
of August 24, 1992, on recommendation of its Edu-
cational Policy and Programs Commuttee Addi-
tional copies of the report may be obtained by writ-
ing the Commission at 1303 J Street, Fifth Floor,
Sacramento, CA 95814-2938,

On the cover A hearing-impaired student learns
graphicarts technology at San Diego City College
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1 Background on the Report

Origins of the report

Chapter 829, of the Statutes of 1987 -- adopted by
Assembly Bill 746 (Hayden), which 1s reproduced 1n
Appendix A of this report -- directs the University
of California, the California State University, and
the California Community Colleges to coordinate
their planming and development of programs for
students with disabilities and to develop and 1mple-
ment a system for evaluating State-funded pro-
grams and services for these students on each cam-
pus at least every five years. It calls on the three
systems to prepare biennial progress reports on
their efforts to implement State policy and on the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
comment on these reports to the Governor and Leg-
1slature

AB 746 18 the most recent legislative step 1n the pro-
cess of ensunng special services for Califorma’s col-
lege and university students with disahlities, but
Cahformia has long maintained a commitment to
provide special services to disabled persons enrolled
in 1t educational institutions. At the postsecond-
ary level, efforts to better develop these services
were made a higher prionity due to the passage of
the 1973 Federal Rehabilitation Act, Section 504 by
Congress. Section 504 of that Act states that “no
otherwise quahfied handicapped person, shall, on
the basis of handicap, be excluded from participa-
tion in, be denied benefits of, or otherwise be sub-
jected to discrimination under any program or ac-
tivity that receives or benefits from federal finan-
cial asgistance.”

In 1976 the State passed Assembly Bill 77 (Lanter-
man), which provided State funding for instruction-
al services and supports for disabled students 1n the
community collegee In 1978, the Postsecondary
Education Commission called for the establishment
of formal, coordinated programs of support for dis-
abled studenta 1n all the State’s public colleges and
univergities, when 1t 18sued 1ts report, A State Plan
for Increasing the Representation of Students with
Disabilities in Public Postsecondary Education As
the result of much study during 1979 and the early

1980s, 1n 1983 the Commission 1ssued 1ts report
Services for Students unth Drsabilities in Califorma
Public Higher Education, 1n which 1t made recom-
mendations regarding legislative policies, program
funding and operation, and the creation of campus
and systemwide advisory committees to oversee the
disabled students’ programs

Continued legislative concern about disabled stu-
dents’ relatively low rates of graduation from hgh
school and postsecondary education led to the pas-
sage of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3 m 1985,
which established the State’s goal that the propor-
tion of disabled students graduating from high
school who are ehgible for admission 1ate public
postsecondary education -- as well as the proportion
of disabled students eventually graduating from
these institutions -- are to be similar to non-dis-
abled students

ACR 3 focussed on four means of accomplishing this
goal:

1 Developing ways to improve academic and voca-
tional preparation of disabled students 1n sec-
ondary schools,

2 Establishing a long-term approach to funding
disabled student services in the State’s pubhc
postsecondary education systems,

3 Collecting the data necessary for evaluating and
planning disabled students’ services 1n postsec-
ondary education, and

4 Providing a mechanism for evaluating the
progress of the postsecondary systems and 1nsti-
tutions 1n umproving their services to disabled
students

The three public systems and the Commission es-
tablished an Intersegmental Planning Commttee
on Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3, which 1ssued
1ts report, Expanding Educational Opportunities for
Students with Dhsabiities, 1n December 1986 Many
of the recommendations of that committee were im-
plemented through AB 746, and the committee was
thereafter reconstituted as the AB 746 Interseg-



mental Planmng Commttee on Disabled Student
Services This committee, whose current members
are listed 1n Display 1, has worked with Commus-
sion staff to plan this and subsequent bienmial re-
porte 1n response to AB 746, The Commission 18
grateful to them for their effort and assistance

DISPLAY I  Members of the Planning
Commuittee on Disabled Student Services,
Reconstituted Under Assembly Bill 746

Kathy Molm
University of California, Los Angeles

Albert Salgado, Chancellor’s Office
Cahforma Community Colleges

David Sanfilippo
California State University, Long Beach

Catherine Campisi
Cabhforma State Department of Rehabilitation

Karen Halliday, Chancellor's Office
Cahforma Community Colleges

Judy Osman, Office of the Chancellor
The Californ:a State University

Steve Handal, Office of the President
University o f Cahformia

Jonathan Brown
Association of Independent California Colleges
and Universities

Dave Jolly
Califorma Department of Education

Judy Day
Califorma Department of Finance

Stuart Marshal
Office of the Legislative Analyst

Kevin G Woolfork, Convenor
Calbforma Postsecondary Education Commission

Source Calfornia Postaecondary Education Commiasion

Background on students with disabilities

Califormia’s three public systems of higher educa-
tion currently provide services to more than 64,000
students with disabilities annually While each sys-
tem has 1ts own 1nternal operating defimitions for
its disabled students’ programs and services, six

categories of disability can be distinguished for
which all three systems provide special services.

Physical/Mobmlity Impairment This disability cov-
ers any limitation 1n locomotion or motor function
that indicates a need for supportive services or pro-
grams Students included in this category are those
who have motor function problems preventing them
from lifting or carrying items normally used in an
academuc setting, such as books and supplies Ser-
vices provided to these students include on-campus
mobility assistance to and from classes and related
educational activities, special parking spaces and
arrangements, manual manipulation services for
classroom and related academic activities

Hearing Impairment Thig disability 1nvolves a
limitation 1n the process of hearing that impedes
the educational process and necessitates the pro-
curement of speciel supportive services that in-
clude, but are not limited to, oral or sign language
interpreters Other services provided to heanng
imparred students include reader interpreter ser-
vices to coordinate and provide access to informa-
tion required for academic participation, and test-
and note-taking facilitation

Visual Limitation. This disability covers the exis-
tence of blindness or partial sight to the degree that
it impedes the educational process and necessitates
procurement of supportive services or programs.
Services provided to visually impaired students 1n-
clude transcription services, such as providing
Braille and large print materials, on- and off-
campus registration assistance, and supplemental
specialized orentation to acquaint them with the
campus environment.

Communication Disability This disability includes
limitations in the processes of speech and/or hear-
ing that impedes the educational process Services
provided to communication-impaired students 1n-
clude speciahized tutoring, adapting tests for them,
proctoring tests taken by them and provision of
adaptive educational equipment 'Students need-
Ing 1nterpreting services are not served 1n this cate-
gory but are provided wrth other supportive special
gervices )

Learning Disability: This category refers to a group
of disorders that occur 1n people with average to su-
perior 1ntelligence and are presumed to be due to



central nervous system dysfunction (These disor-
ders are discussed 1n greater length on page 13)
Services provided to learning-disabled students
may mclude complete diagnostic assessment by the
imnstitutions to determine functional, educational,
and employment levels, and specialized services not
otherwise provided by the institution

Other Disabilities Three other clagsifications of
disabilities for which the systems provide special
gervices are (1) acqurred brain mjury, (2) develop-
mentally delayed learner, and (3) functional hmita-
tions due to medical condition. Students in these

three categories may utilize several of the services
described above

* Acgquired brain injured means a deficit in brain
functioning that 18 not congenital, 18 medically
verifiable, and has resulted in the total or partial
loss of cogmitive, sensory-perceptual, psycho-
social, or other functiomng skills

¢ Developmentally delayed learners are students
with below average intellectual functioming, 1m-
paired social functioning, and potential for suc-
cess In 1nstructional and employment settings

» Students with functional limitations due to medi-
cal conditions include those with asthma, diabe-
tes, acute allergies, heart conditions, or cancer

The campuses in the three public systems provide
students 1n the “other disabilities” clagsification
with most of the zservices described above for certain
disabilities They also offer more services for their
disabled students than are listed above -- for exem-

ple, by providing referral and follow-up services to
community agencies on behalf of these students In
addition, they offer special traimng to their out-
reach personnel in order to 1ncrease the representa-
tion of students with disabilities, and they provide
on-campus activities to 1ncrease general campus
awareness of students with disabilities

Contents of the remainder of this report

The next section of this document discusses the re-
ports provided by the Umiversity of California, the
California State University, and the California Com-
mumty Colleges in response to AB 746 [n those re-
ports, the systems supply 1nformation on enroll-
ment, retention, transition, and graduation rates of
disabled students, on a campus-by-campus basis, as
18 called for 1n AB 746

Part Three evaluates information on learning dis-
abled students mn the Cahfornia Community Col-
leges for the four-year period from 1987-88 through
1990-21 It 1s the Commission’s final analysis of
this topic called for :n Supplemental Language to
the 1988 Budget Act

In Part Four, the Commuission describes the work of
the State Department of Rehabhilitation with dis-
abled students 1n postsecondary education, and the
need for increased cooperation between the Depart-
ment and the systems 1n the provision of services to
these students



Progress of Students with Disabilities
in California Public Higher Education

Development of the systems’
reports on their disabled students

Through Assembly Bill 746, the Legislature cailed
on California’s three public systems of higher edu-
cation to report in 1990 and biennially thereafter on
their programs for dizabled students and their eval-
uation of these programe In January 1991, the In-
tersegmental Planning Committee on Disabled Stu-
dent Services agreed that for their 1992 reports the
systems would report on the disabled students they
enrolled as of Fall 1990 Ihsplay 2 below shows the
total number of disabled students they served as of
that fall and the total funding of their programs for
disabled students during fiscal 1990-91 Not ail dis-
abled students seek or require specialized services,
however, and therefore the numbers of students 1n
Display 2 and later displays in this report are con-
servative, 1n that they include only those students
with verified disabilities who actually requested

and received assistance through campus disabled
student services and programs

In AB 746, the Legislature also asked the systems
to report on the progress of their disabled students
in terms of their enrollment, retention, transition,
and graduation The planning commuittee agreed on
the following working defimitions of these terms at
the outset of the AB 746 reporting process:

“Enrollment” The number of new undergraduate
and graduate students and the total enroliment for
a specified fall term

“Continuation” The number and percentage of stu-
dents enrolled at a later time based on a given co-
hort of enrollees. The State University uses inter-
vals of one year to measure continuation and, lhike
the Califorma Commumty Colleges, uses the term
“peraistence” to describe the proportion of students
who complete a term and enroll in subsequent ones

DISPLAY 2 Number of All Disabled Students Served in Fall 1990 and Total Funding of
Programs for These Students \n California’s Three Publwc Systems of Higher
Education During Fiscal Year 1990-91

Number of Disabled State Funding, Other Sources of Funds, Total Funding
System of Hieher Education Studenta Served.Fall 1990  Fiscal 1990-91 Fugeal 1990-91* Fiscal 1990-91
University of California 3,773 $ 1,383,697 $ 2,394,235 § 3,777,932
The California State University 7,995 7,260,652 0 7,260,652
California Community Colleges 52,486 28,454,426 29,268,666 57,723.092
Total 64,254 $37,008,775 $31,662,901 568,761,676

* For the Umiversity of Calhfermua, the bulk of “other sources of funds” are campus resources, federal grants, and certamn student

fees For the Calhiformia Commumty Colleges, “other sources of funde” include local revenues, federal grants, and various campus-
gensrated funda

Note In order to be conmistent with the data cited for the other two segmenta, the number of community college students counted
here 1a only those studenta wath a pnmary disabihty An additional 5,322 students with secondary disabilities alao recerve
disabled student services and programs in these collegea The commumity colleges uase a formula to determine a weighted atu-
dent count, and funding for these programs 18 based on thia calculation and not un the number of students presented here

Sources Background documents on disabled student services from the Umvermty of California, the Califorma State Umiveraity,

and the Chancellor's Office of the California Community Collegea



“Retention” For the University and State Umver
sity, the number and percentage of enrollees who
continue or graduate after five years and, for com-
munity college transfers, after three years “Reten-
tion” as defined here 18 the sum of “continuation”
and “graduation” -- defined by the State Unmiversity
as “tracking " For the Califorma Community Col-
leges, “retention” represents the ratio of units sue-
cessfully completed to the number of units attempt-
ed

“Transition” The number and percentage of newly
enrolled transfer students who previously attended
a commurnty college,

“Graduation” The number and percentage of those
students who graduate 1n a five-year interval based
on a given cohort.

In addition to providing as much information on
these outcomes as they have, all three of the public
systems describe 1n their 1992 reports their efforts
1n developing surveys designed to measure staff and
student satisfaction with their disabled students’
programs, which are also called for in AB 746

On the following pages, the Commission comments
on the 1992 reports of the three systems, and it re-
preduces all three of these reports 1n Appendix B

The University of California’s report

The Univeraity of California 1s still 1n the process of
developing the procedures necessary to obtain the
information on its campuses’ disabled students and
to document their academic progress that was re-
quested 1n AB 746 Tt has had to develop several
new data elements to accommodate the reporting
requirements of that statute, and 1t had previously
informed the Commission and the planning com-
mittee of the anticipated delay 1n reporting this out-
comes information

In 1ts current report, the University describes 1its ef-
fortz on behalf of this project and includes the cam-
pus-by-campus and systemwide enrollment nfor-
mation on new permanently disabled students for
Fall 1990 that 18 summarized 1n Dhsplay 3 below
The University plans to base future retention and

DISPLAY 3 Number of New Students with Permanent Disabilities Enrolled at the University
of California, Fall 1990, by Campus and Type of Dwsability”
Other Acgquired Other

Functional Brain Communication Learming  Campus
Campus Vision Mohbty Imparment Injured Speech Heanng  Disability Disahlity Totals
Berkeley 10 33 45 2 1 10 0 79 180
Dawis 6 12 9 0 0 8 0 61 96
Irvine 7 7 5 0 1 5 0 14 39
Los Angeles 5 0 11 2 0 2 0 10 30
Riverside 6 3 7 0 0 4 0 5 30
San Diego 2 ] 3 0 0 1 0 7 19
San Francisco 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 ] 6
Santa Barbara 2 7 0 0 0 1 0 24 34
Santa Cruz 3 13 14 0 0 8 9 _28 B3
Totals 42 90 94 4 2 37 0 228 197

* Included are only those students who were new to the University in Fall 1990 (Le, first-time freshmen, transfer, and gradu-
ate/profesmonal school students) and who 1dentified themseives as permanently disabled by requesting services at the campus drs-

abled student service program office

Source  University of Caldormua repart reproduced in Appendiz B



graduation information for disabled students on
these data It anticipates that its January 1994 re-
port will contain dizabled student retention infor-
mation, and 1t expects to provide graduation rate in-
formation in January 1996

Digplay 3 shows that the largest single group of per-
manently disabled students who enrolled in the
Umversity during Fall 1990 were learning dis-
abled. They accounted for 228 (46 percent) of the
497 new permanently disabled students who en-
roiled 1n Fall 1990,

In its report, the University presents extemsive
background on itz disabled student programs, the
process 1t uses for allecating funds to the programs,
1ts new systemwide and campus guidehines for the
operation of these programs, and the progress it 1s
making to ensure the full physical accessibility of
1ts campuses to students with disabihties.

The California State University’s report

The Cahforma State Untiversity has collected infor-
mation on the number of 1ts disabled students re-
celving services from the Disabled Student Services
(DSS) programs since 1980, and since Fall 1983 has
gathered detailed enrollment, continuation, and
graduation information on 1ts new first-time fresh-
men who have disabilities and receive specialized
services from DSS In its report for 1992, the State
University presents campus-by-campus and sys-
temmwide enrollment, retention, continuation, tran-
sition, and graduation information for disabled stu-
dents who it served in Fall 1990, and 1t compares
these data with earher information from Fall 1983
and Fall 1988

Dhsplay 4 at the nght shows systemwide informa-
tion for the State University on the enrollment, con-
tinuation, graduation, persistence, and transition of
dirabled students compared to all students 1 these
years

The State University's nearly 8,000 students with
disablities 1n Fall 1990 represent 2 2 percent of its
total enrollment, up from the 1 3 percent of the stu-
dent body who 1dentified themaelves as disabled 1n
Fall of 1983 and the approximately 1 6 percent of
those in Fall 1988 The State Umiversity’s informa-
tion for Fall 1990 also shows that community col-

DISPLAY 4

Number of Disabled Students

and All Students Served by the Califorma
State University for Selected Academic Years

Fall Enrollment, 1983 and 1990

1983
Dhsabled Students Enrolled 4,126
Total Enrollment 313,900
Dhsabled as Percent of Total 13%

1990

7,995
369,053

22%

Continuation and Graduation by Fall 1988

of Fall 1988 First-Time Freshmen

Dheabled All

Students Students
Number Enrolled, Fall 1983 204 25,443
Number Continuing, Fall 1988 55 6,839
Percent Continuing, Fall 1988 27 0% 26 9%
Number Graduating by Fall 1988 14 6,219
Percent Graduating by Fall 1988 21 6% 24 4%
Persistence Rate, 1283 to 1938 48 5% 51 4%
New Undergraduates and Community
College Transfers, Fall 1989 and 1990

heabled All

Students Students
1989 New Undergraduates 869 68,304
1989 Commumty College Transfers 519 28,331
1989 Transfers as Percent of Total 59 7% 41 5%
1990 New Undergraduates 988 67,230
1990 Community College Transfers 577 29,370
1990 Transfers as Percent of Total 58 4% 43 7%

Continuation and Graduation by Fall 1988
of Fall 1983 Community College Transfers

Dhieabled All

Students Studenta
Number Enrolled, Fall 1983 365 29,682
Number Continuing, Fall 1988 27 1126
Percent Continuing, Fall 1933 7 6% 9 2%
Number Graduating by Fall 1983 167 15,019
Percent Graduating by Fall 1988 48 9% 50 6%
Persistence Rate, 1983 to 1988 56 5% 59 8%

Source Adapted from Tables 1-101n the report of the Califor-

nmia State Uraversity’s reproduced in Appendix B



lege transfer students who are disabled made up a
substantial share of its total population of disabled
students Sixty percent of 1ts disabled students that
fall (as well as Fall 1989) were commumty college
transfers, while community college transfer stu-
dents as a group comprised only 40 percent of total
State University enrollment at that tume

The State Umversity compares the progress of dis-
abled students through the system by comparing ac-
tual proportions of continuing, persisting, and
graduating digabled students with expected propor-
tions, were these students to progress at the ident:-
cal rate of all students within the State Umiversity

The differences between these ‘actual” and “expect-
ed” numbers are minimal For example, mn terms of
persistence, the State University’s disabled commu-
mty college transfer students achieve at rates simi-
lar to its total population of students who transfer
from community colleges Simularly, in every other
case very hittle difference exists between the rates
of continuation, persistence, and graduation for die-
abled students when compared to the State Univer-
sity’s student body at large at both the systemwide
and campus levels,

The California Commumty Colleges’ report

The Califormia Commumty Colleges’ AB 746 report
for 1992 contains outcomes information on the re-
tention, persistence, and grade-point averages of
disabled students and all students enrolled 1n the
State's 108 community colleges as of Fall 1989 It
presents these data for students just below, at, and
above the freshman year level; Display 5 at the
right shows the results of these comparisons (“Be-
low freshman level” students are those who have
not yet completed one full year of college } The data
indicate that community college students with dis-
abilities complete courses of studies and progress to
the next academic term at rates similar to the gen-
eral student body. The comparisons of grade-point
averages show that, on average, disabled students’
grades are at or above the average rates for the en-
tire community college student pepulation More
recent data from 53 colleges for Fall 1990 show the
same comparigons for retention rates and grade-
point averages between disabled students and ail
students

DISPLAY 5 Outcomes Information for 1989-90
from the California Community Colleges Report
on Ihsabled Students Programs and Services

Disabled All

Outcome and Academic Level Students Students
Retention

Above Freshman  (>13 grade) 92 89
Freshman Level 13 grade) B9 g2
Below Freshman (<13 grade) 36 92
Pergistence

Above Freshman  ( >13 grade) 76 84
Freshman Level (13 grade) 84 79
Below Freshman (<13 grade) 36 76

Grade-Point Average

Above Freshman | >13 grade) 295 299
Freshman Level (13 grade) 238 208
Below Freshman (<13 grade) 205 190

Note “Below freshman level” studenta have not yet completed
one full year of college Student outcomes are defined as fol-
lows Persistence the propertion of studenta who completed a
term and enrolled 1n the subsequent term  Refension the ratio
of units succesafully completed to umits attempted Grade-pant
average accumulated grades expressed numencally, wmith “C"
equal to 2 00

Source Cabforma Community Colleges’ Chancellor's Office re-
port reproduced 1n Appendix B

The commumnity colleges’ report also provides exten-
sive background on the communty colleges’ Dis-
abled Students Programs and Services, and the ef-
forts of the colleges 1n recent years to evaluate the
quality of those programs and services It includes
the results of an examination of services for stu-
dents offered by the following facets of Disabled
Students Programs and Services: High-Tech Cen-
ters, Learning Dizabled Students Services, Services
for Students with Psychological Disabilities, Devel-
opmentally Delayed Learners Services, and Hearing
Impaired Students Services

The commumty colleges’ report also shows the total
number of disabled students enrolled in the system,
by campus and by disability, It bases this count on
primary disabilities only, so as not to double count
the more than 5,300 students in the system who re-
ceive services for both primary and secondary dis-
abihities Finally the report describes the commu-



mty colleges’ 1mitial student and feculty satisfaction
survey.

Comparability of the reports

While each of the three systems 18 making a good-
farth effort 1n collecting data and preparing is re-
ports, one area of concern 13 the dissimilarties
among the reports in terms of their content and or-
ganization The reasons for these different formats
and coverage are understandable The systems are
at different ponts 1n the information development
process, necessitating differences in their ability to
provide these data as well as 1n the presentation of
the data, and each system seeks to compile and
mantain information on 1ts respective disabled stu-
dent population 1n such a way as to keep any final
research product useful for internal policy making

Nonetheless, this lack of comparability of the re-
ports makes them difficult to analyze The Inter-
segmental Planmng Committee on Disabled Stu-
dent Services wall continue to work towards agree-
ment on the orgamzation and substance of future
reports that will enable each system to maintain
sufficient system-specific characteristics to keep the
report useful for 1ts planning efforts 1n this area
while at the same time providing comparable state-
wide data In this regard, the University of Cahifor-
ma and the California Community Colleges expect
to have better databases on disabled students for fu-
ture AB 746 reports as they continue to develop and
modify therr respective information systems

Despite these differences among the reports, all
three show that the systems are providing exten-
sive support services to their disabled students

They also 1ndicate that adequate funding for these
services will remain a serious concern as thewr total
number of students with disabilities 1ncreases -- an
1sgue of particular concern to the commumty col-
leges

Future reports on disabled students

In January 1993, the first reports on the systems’
surveys of stafl and student satiefaction with theiwr
disabled students programs are due from the sys-
tems, following up the preliminary information on
their surveys in their 1992 reports  All three sys-
tems have, at a minimum, developed survey 1nstru-
ments and pilot tested them The University of
Califormia plans to admimster its surveys during
this spring; the Cahforma State University has de-
veloped and approved 1ts survey 1nstrument and
plans to survey 1ts campuses this fall, and the com-
mumity colleges have already conducted one such
survey for the 1990-91 academic year and are exam-
ining the results The community colleges expect to
provide information by gender and ethnicity on the
staff and students surveyed.

The Commission will report on the final results of
the systems’ disabled student services satisfaction
surveys after they are submitted m 1993, and in
1994 1t wall 1ssue 1ts next bienmial report on the en-
rollment, retention, transition, and graduation of
disabled students 1n the three systems The Com-
mi1gsion anticipates that 1ts 1994 report will include
only minimal background information on disabled
students and focus instead on analyzing the specific
data provided by the systems



Operation of the Community Colleges’
Learning Disability Eligibility Model

Origins of this part of the report

Supplemental Report Language to the 1988 State
Budget Act (reproduced in Appendix C) directed the
California Commumty Colleges to provide 1nstruc-
tional services to students with learning disabilities
and to continue the statewide implementation of
their eligability model for determining students’
needs for learning disability services. The lan-
guage directed the Chancellor’s Office to report on
the gender, age, and ethnicity of learning disabled
students for the 1987-88 and 1988-89 academic
years and later for the full stretch of academic years
from 1987-88 through 1990-91, and 1t directed the
Commission to review and comment on those stud-
ies.

The major concern of the Legislature in calling for
the Chancellor’s Office’s reports and the Comms-
s1on’s comments on those reports was the possibility
of b1as 1n the community colleges’ process of refer-
ring students and then asgessing their ehgibility for
learming disabled services To briefly describe this
process

1 Students voluntarily seek referral for determi-
nation of possible learning disabilities and are
then scheduled for assessment, these students
are classified as ‘referred” for determination of
learning isabilities

2 The colleges then administer a seven-component
assessment process to determine whether a stu-

dent has a learning disability; and those who do
are then clasgified as “identified as eligible” for
these services,

3 TFinally, those students determined to be learn-
ing disabled under this process and who choose
to accept these services are classified as “served”
ae learning disabled Thus all students 1dent:-
fied as “ehgible” who request learning disability
services are included 1n the “served” category

Display 6 below summarizes the three-step process,
which the community colleges term the “Learming
Dizabilities Elignbility Determimnation Model ™ To
determine whether bias exists 1n the operation of
this model, the Commission has defined and mea-
sured “bias” as statistically significant over- or
under-representation of students from demographic
groups 1n the category “served” as learning dis-
abled, compared to the categories ‘referred” for de-
termination of possible learning disabilities and
“identified as eligible™ for learming disabled ser-
vices.

The Commussion s two earlier reports
on the community colleges’ eligibility model

In January 1989, the Commission 1ssued 1ts com-
ments on the initial learning disabilities report
from the Chancellor’s Office for the 1987-88 aca-
demic year That first Commission report -- Com-
ments on the Community College's Study of Siu-

DISPLAY 6  Process of Selecting Communaity College Students Who Receive Learning Disabled
Services, Termed the “Learning Disabulities Elygibility Determination Model”
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dents with Learning Duwsabtlities -- provided exten-
sive background on learning disabilities and how
the community colleges' learning disabilities as-
sessment process functions The Commiseion con-
cluded 1n that report that the proportions of commu-
nity college students referred, 1dentified, and
served by this model did not show patterns of bias,
etther by age, ethnieity or gender The Commission
raised several questions about the student ethmicity
percentages, however, and suggested comparsons
with other learning disabled chient groups

The Chancellor's Office’s second report on learning
disabilities services provided information 1n re-
sponse to the Commaission’s earlier concerns, along
with data for the 1989-90 academic year. To review
both of those reports, 1n January 1990 the Comms-
ston convened an advisory commuittee of 1nterested
state officials and persons with expertise in the field
of learning disabilities whose members are listed 1n
Dusplay 7 below After careful study of the informa-
tion 1n both of the reports, that committee conclud-
ed that the data showed no patterna of bias 1n the

operation of the elignbility model Basged on the con-
clusions of the committee and the staff's two years
of study on this subject, the Commssion concluded
1n 1ts April 1990 report, Comments on the California
Community Colleges 1989 Study of Students with
Learning Disabiltties, that the eligibility madel con-
tinued to show no evidence of gender, age, or ra-
c1al/ethnic bias 1n 1ts design or implementation by
the campuses (Appendix D of this report repro-
duces pertinent sections of the Commission's nitial
1989 and follow-up 1990 Commission reports )

Contents of this final report
on the eligitbility model

The remaining sections of this part of the report ex-
plains the nature of learming disabilities, summa-
rizes mformation on the operation of the ehgibihity
model from 1987-88 through 1990-91, and explains
why the Commigsion concludes that no evidence ex-
12ts of bias in the design or implementation of the
model during all four years

DISPLAY 7 Adwsory Commiitee to Review the Learning Disabilities Studies of the California
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The nature of learning disabilities

“Learming Disabilities” is a phrase that refers to the
multifaceted group of disorders evidenced by sigru-
ficant difficuities in the acquisition and use of speak-
ing, reading, writing, listening, reasoning, and oth-
er functions related to the processing of informe-
tion, Even though these disabilities may exist con-
comitantly with other handicapping conditions --
such as visual or heaning impairment -- or with en-
vironmental influences like cultural or language
differences, they are not the direct result of any of
those conditions or influences

Tatle V of the State Education Code, along with oth-
er State and federal manuals, defines a learnming
disability as follows:

A persistent condition of presumed neurolog:-
cal dysfunction which may also exist with other
disabling conditions This dysfunction contin-
ues despite instruction in standard classroom
situations Learning disabled adults, a hetero-
geneous group, have common attributes

s Average to above average intellectual abili-
ty;
+ Severe difficulties 1n processing information;

¢ Substantial aptitude-to-achievement dis-
crepancles;

» Measured achievement 1n an 1nstructional or
employment setting; and

s Demonstrated level of personal indepen-
dence and responsimlity expected for his or
her peer group

Learning disabilities occur 1n people with average
to superior intelligence and are presumed to be due
to central nervous system dysfunction. Although
they are often confused with other disabilities, they
are quite separate and specific from others, These
disorders are often called “hidden handicaps” be-
cause they become apparent only 1n very specific
academic or work situations For example, some
people with learming disabilities may see or read
words backwards or invert letters, while others
have difficulty following sequences of directions. In
the past, labels such as “dyslexia” were used to cate-
gorize specific learning disabilities However, these
terms -- although convenient -- are no longer fre-
quently used because they do not accurately de-

scribe the various manifestations of learnming dis-
abilities

Another term that was used 1n the past to descnibe
learming disabled persons was “developmentally de-
layed learners " Learming disabled students, how-
ever, differ substantially from developmentally de-
layed persons, particularly in terms of measured 1n-
telligence. While developmentally delayed learners
generally demonstrate below-average measured 1n-
telligence and show only “potential” for future aca-
demic and employment success, learming disabled
persons demonstrate average to above-average
measured intelligence and a proven record of abili-
ty and achievement 1n academic and job settings
Indeed, the most commonly agreed-upon character-
1stic of students with learning disabilities 18 that
they are not achieving at a level that would be ex-
pected of them, given thewr demonstrated compe-
tence

Demographic characteristics of 1989-90
and 1990-91 learning disabled students

The Chancellor’s Office submitted separate reports
on the community colleges’ learning disabled stu-
dent services during the 1989-90 and 1990-91 years
for this final Commuission report on these services
Appendiz E reproduces both of those reports

The number of students referred for learning dis-
ability determination 1s the most important num-
ber 1n those reports, since referral is the first step 1n
the procesa of determining eligibility to receive ser-
vices for learning disabilities Compansons of “re-
ferred” students with those who are determined
“ehgible” to receive services and, finally, with those
who are “served” as learning disabled shows how
students progress through the entire eligibility pro-
cess. Comparisons of these three classifications of
students with learning disabilities -- referred, 1den-
tified as ehigible, and served -- by age, gender, and
ethmcity show the impact of the ehigibility model on
these different groups once these students are 1n-
volved 1n the learming disability determination pro-
cess

« The age breakdowns of students referred for de-
termination of poseible learming disabilities in
1989-90 and 1920-91 were fairly close to their



proportional representations in the community
college student body at large for six of the seven
age categories. As has been the case since 1987-
88, however, students in the age category of 50
and over were greatly under-referred for determi-
nation

o In terms of gender, just over 56 percent of com-
munity college students are female In 1989-90,
57 2 percent of the students referred for learning
disability determination were female, as were
57 7 percent 1n 1990-91

» Finally, in terms of race/ethmeity, the data show
that Asian/Pacific Islander and Filipino students
were referred for determination of possible learn-
ing disabthties at only one quarter the rate of
their proportion of all community college stu-
dents In contrast, White students made up near-
ly two-thirds of the students referred for learning
disability determination but represented only
about 53 percent of total commumty college en-
rollments The numbers for Blacks, Latinos,
American Indians, and Other students show they
were referred at rates generally sumilar to their
overall proportions of community college stu-
dents

The 1989-90 and 1920-91 data on the age, gender,
and ethnicity of commumnity college students 1denta-
fied as ehgible to receive learning disabilities ser-
vices and then actually served show similar pat-
terns: lower than anticipated representation among
the 1dentified and served students of older students
and Asian/Pacific Islander and Filipino students,
and higher than anticipated representation of youn-
ger and White students. As a result, the operation
of the learning disabilities eligibility model again
shows no evidence of age, gender, or racial/ethnic
bias for those years

Four years of learning
disabilities information

Last December, the Chancellor’s Office published
Learning Disabilities Referrals, Eligibility Out-
comes, and Services 1987-1991 A Four Year Sum-
mary, which 18 reproduced in Appendix F  Displays
8, 9, and 10 on the following three pages, are
adapted from that report and show the proportional
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representation, 1n terms of age, gender, and ethni-
city, respectively, of students who were referred,
identified as ehgible, and served as learming dis-
abled for each of the four years as well as total com-
munity college enrollment during those years for
these age, gender, and racial/ethnic categories The
displays show that over all four years, virtually no
statistically significant differences have occurred
between the proportions of the subgroups who were
“referred” for learming disability assessment and
the proportions of these referred students who were
later “identified as eligible” and finally actually
“gerved” as learming disabled

e Asan example of the statistical consistency of re-
ferral rates, students aged 30-49 -- the largest age
group among community college students in gen-
eral as well as among learning disabled students
-- accounted for 31 7 percent of all students re-
ferred for learning disability determination in
1987-88, 32.1 percent in 1988-89, 34 2 percent 1n
1989-90, and 34.4 percent in 1990--91, compared
to between 30 4 and 31 4 percent of all communi-
ty college students over those years In contrast,
the age group of 50-year olds and older students,
who made up between 11 2 and 11 4 percent of all
community college students during those years,
comprised only 3 6, 3 4, 3 1, and 3 2 percent of all
students referred for assessment as learning dis-
abled 1n each of those years

o The gender information 18 similarly consistent
for the community colleges’ learning disabled
students Throughout the four years of data, fe-
males make up a larger share of the total student
body, and each learning disability classification,
than males

« As an example of racesethmicity data, Blacks con-
stituted 9 1 percent of the “referred” population
in 1987-88, 9 4 percent 1n 1988-89, 9 9 percent 1n
1989-90, and 10 5 percent in 1990-21, compared
to between 7 1 and 6 6 percent of all commumnity
college students over those years

As noted earlhier, the most important statistical dif-
ferences in proportional representation of groups of
community college learming disabled students, by
age, race/ethnicity and gender, are the rates at
which they are referred for determination of possi-
ble learming disabilities The reason 18 that stu-
dents have to first be referred for learmng disability
asegessment 1n order to be eligible to receve State-



DISPLAY 8 Age of All, Referred, Eligtble, and Served Students During 1987-88 Through 1990-91
Students Referred for  Students [dentified as Students Recerving

Total Community Learmng Disability Elgble to Receave Learning Dheability
Coliege Enrollment Assessment Sarvices Services
Year and Charactenstic Number  Percent Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1987-1988
16-17 31,610 2 5% 184 2 2% 119 2 24% - -
18 98,624 78 816 99 520 379 - -
19 103,682 32 941 114 611 1151 - -
20-24 308,515 244 2,123 257 1,363 2567 - -
25-29 195,983 165 1,286 156 821 1546 - -
30-49 384,380 304 2,822 317 1676 3156 - -
50-Over 141614 112 _295 36 200 377 - -
Missing 9,024
Total 1,273,432 100 0% 8,267 100 0% 5310 1000%
1988-1989
16-17 28,515 2 16% 231 2 4% 164 2 66% 168 263%
18 105,668 799 988 103 680 1103 691 1083
19 111,624 844 1,141 119 764 12 40 788 1235
20-24 316,338 2392 2,326 242 1,433 2325 1,489 2333
25-29 202,838 1534 1,499 156 978 1587 979 1534
30-49 406,791 3076 3,084 321 1943 3153 2,043 3201
50-Over 150,735 11 40 325 34 _261 326 _225 352
Total 1,322,509 100 0% 9,594 100 0% 6,163 100 0% 6,383 100 0%
1989-1990
16-17 Data on the ages 155 1 4% 106 15% 117 1 7%
18 of all students 1,126 101 721 105 723 103
19 were not reported 1,341 121 838 122 847 120
20-24 1n these categories 2,587 234 1,563 227 1,621 230
25-29 1,719 158 1,067 155 1,098 1586
30-49 3,776 342 2374 345 2,424 344
50-Over 341 31 _209 30 220 31
Total 1,407,694 100 0% 11,039 100 0% 6,878 100 0% 7,060 100 0%
1990-1991
15-under 13,553 097% - .- - - - -
18-17 29,827 213 149 12% 109 14% 95 1 2%
18 95,911 6 85 1,236 103 868 113 861 109
19 116,579 832 1376 115 899 117 928 118
20-24 348,348 24 87 2,831 237 1,820 236 1,808 2390
25-29 210,832 15 05 1,859 156 1,186 154 1,223 155
30-49 440,336 31 14 4,107 344 2,590 333 2,687 342
50-Over 145284 1037 a7 32 259 34 266 34
Missing .- _ 5 00 __5 _00 _ 5 _00
Total 1,400,680 100 0% 11,950 100 0% 7,715 100 0% 7,873 100 0%

Note The number of students served as learning disabled 18 greater than the number eligible because some students recerve learning
disabled servicen outside of the standard eligibility determination process

Source Adapted from Table 1 on page 4 of the Chancellors Office'a report reproduced 10 Appendix F
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DISPLAY 9 GQGender of All, Referred, Eligible, and Served Students Durning 1987-88 Through 1990-91

Studenta Referred for

Students Identified as

Studenia Receiving

Total Commumty Learming Disability Eligtble to Recewve Learning Dsability
College Enrollment Aspessment Servicen Services
Year and Characteristic Number Percent Mumber Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1987-1988
Women 705,226 56 7% 4346 525% 2685 5055% -- -
Men 538,558 433 3,937 475 2,627 4945 -- --
Unknown 20,626 - - - - - - -
Total 1,264,409 100 0% 8,283 100 0% 5,312 100 0%
1988-1989
Women 744,633 56 30% 5228 545% 3,248 527% 3,361 52 66%
Men 573,066 4333 4366 455 2,915 473 3,022 47 34
Unknown 4810 0 36 - - - - - --
Total 1,322,509 100 0% 9,594 100 0% 6,163 100 0% 6,383 100 0%
1989-1990
Women 790,632 56 16% 6319 5H72% 3,789 55 1% 3,959 562%
Men 609,604 4330 4,720 428 ﬁ 49 3.091 438
Unknown 7,558 _054 . - - - - -
Total 1,407,694 100 0% 11,039 100 0% 6,878 100 0% 7,050 100 0%
1980-1991
Women 784,583 56 01% 6895 577% 4,272 554% 4,457 566%
Men 610,936 43 62 5,066 423 3443 446 ﬁ 434
Unknown 5,161 037 - - - - - --
Total 1,400,680 100 0% 11,950 100 0% 7,715 100 0% 7,873 106G 0%

Note The number of studenta served as learmng disabled 13 greater than the number eligible because some students receive learrung

disabled services outaide of the standard eligibihity determination process

Source Adapted from Tabie 2 on page 5 of the Chancellor's Office’s report reproduced 1n Appendix F

funded services for learning disabilities Display 11
shows the demographic categories with the largest
percentage differences between their proportion of
the total community college student body and theur
proportions of all students referred for assessment
of learming disabilities. It deprcts the same patterns
noted mn all previous data

» In terms of significantly low rates, Asian/Pacific
Islander and Filipino students were referred for
learming disability determination at lower rates,
statistically, than what would be anticipated giv-
en their representation in the communty col-
leges’ student body as a whole. In general, the
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s1ze of these two ethnic groups share of the “re-
ferred” group was only one-third to one-fourth
the size of their share of the total community col-
lege student body In addition, students over the
age of 50 were consistently referred for learning
disability determination at less than one-third
the rate they are enrolled in the community col-
leges These students are referred at less than
one-thurd the rate they are enrolled i the com-
munity colleges

In terms of significantly hugh rates, Whate stu-
dents consistently made up & larger share of the
referred population than of the community col-



DISPLAY 10 Race/Ethnicity of All, Referred, Eligible, and Served Students, 1987-88 Through 1990-91
Students Referred for  Students [dentified as Students Recerving

Total Community Learmng Dhsability Elignble to Recerve Learning Disability
College Enrollment Asseaament Services Servicea
Year and Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1987-1988
Asian/Pacific Islander 122,648 9 7% 175 21% 90 179% - -
Bilack 89,773 71 751 91 417 828 - -
Filipine 31,610 25 52 06 25 050 - -
Latino 189,661 150 1,205 145 718 14 25 - -
Native American 15,173 12 109 13 65 129 - --
White 788,991 6214 2502 664 3,723 7390 - -
Other 26,553 21 105 13 - -- - --
Missing 63,610 - 384 46 - - e
Total 1,328,019 100 0% 3,283 100 0% 5,038 1000%
1988-1980
Asan/Pacific Islander 119,803 2 06% 198 21% 115 187% 130 2 04%
Black 87,775 6 64 899 94 512 831 603 945
Filipino 33,261 251 85 09 42 068 45 070
Latino 210,475 15691 1,404 146 840 1363 916 1435
Native American 16,270 123 187 19 117 180 129 202
White 765,202 57 86 6,519 679 4380 7107 4391 6879
Other 27,302 206 a0 ¢9 46 075 37 089
Missing 62,421 472 212 22 111 180 112 175
Total 1,322,509 100 0% 9,594 100 0% 6,163 100 0% 6,383 1000%
1989-1990
Amsan/Pacific Islander 132,880 9 44% 267 24% 135 2 0% 152 22%
Black 94,102 6 68 1,097 99 608 88 700 99
Filipino 36,776 2 61 106 10 57 08 61 09
Latino 237,450 16 87 1,800 163 1,084 158 1,151 163
Native Amertean 16,766 118 271 25 165 24 185 26
White 796,586 56 59 7,210 653 4,686 681 4,627 6bH6
Other -- -- 121 11 66 10 78 11
Unknown/Missing 93,134 6 62 167 15 77 11 96 14
Total 1,407,694 100 0% 11,032 100 0% 6,878 1000% 7,050 100 0<%
1990-1991
Asian/Pacific Islander 130,117 9 29% 285 2 4% 170 22% 184 2 3%
Black 96,543 6 89 1,252 105 708 92 843 107
Filipino 39,180 230 87 07 57 07 64 08
Latine 227,332 1623 1,946 163 1,206 156 1,273 16 2
Native American 21,318 152 283 24 181 23 192 24
White 746,943 53 33 7,744 648 5,187 672 5,101 648
Other 24,427 174 198 17 120 16 121 15
Unknown/Missing 114,820 8 20 155 13 86 _ 11 95 12
Total 1,400,680 100 0% 11,950 100 0% 7,715 100 0% 7,873 100 0%

Note  The number of students served as learning dieabled 13 greater than the number ehgible because seme studenta receive learmng
disabled services outside of the standard eligibility determination process

Source Adapted from Table 3 on page 6 of the Chancellor's Office’s report reproduced in Appendiz F
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DISPLAY 11 Demographw Groups with the Largest Percentage Differences Between Total Community
College Enrollment and Referrals for Learning Disability Assessment, 1987-88 Through

1990-91
Studenta Referred for  Students Identified as Studenta Receiving
Total Community Learning Disability Elignble to Recerve Learning Disability
College Enrollment Asgessment Services Servicen
Year and Charactenstic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1987-1988
Asian/Pacific Islander 122,648 9 7% 175 21% 20 1 79% - -
Filipine 31,610 25 52 06 25 0 50 - -
Native American 15,173 12 109 13 65 129 - -
White 788,991 624 5502 664 3,123 7390 - --
18 98,624 78 816 99 520 999 - --
19 103,682 82 241 114 611 1151 - --
50-Over 141,614 112 295 36 200 351 - --
1988.1989
Asan/Pacific Islander 119,803 9 06% 198 21% 115 187% 130 204%
Filipino 33,261 251 85 09 42 068 45 070
Native American 16,270 123 187 19 117 1 90 129 202
Whate 765,202 5786 6,619 679 4380 7107 4391 68179
18 105,668 799 988 103 680 1103 691 1083
19 111,624 844 1,141 119 764 1240 788 1235
50-Over 150,736 1140 325 34 201 326 225 352
1989-1990
Asian/Pacific Islander 132,880 9 44% 267 24% 135 20% 152 22%
Filipino 36,776 261 106 10 57 08 81 09
Native American 16,766 119 27 25 165 24 185 26
White 796,586 5659 7,210 653 4686 681 4,627 656
18 of all students 1,120 101 721 105 723 103
19 were not reported 1341 121 838 122 847 120
50-Over 10 these categories 341 31 209 30 220 31
1990-1991
Asian/Pacific Islander 130,117 9 29% 285 2 4% 170 2 2 184 2 3%
Filipino 39,180 2 80 87 07 57 o7 64 08
Native American 21,318 152 283 24 181 23 192 24
Whate 746,943 53 33 7,744 6438 5187 672 5,101 648
18 95,911 685 1,236 103 868 1123 861 109
19 116,579 B 32 1,376 115 899 117 928 118
50-Over 145284 1037 387 32 259 34 266 34

Note The number of studenta served as learning disabled 18 greater than the number elignble because some students receive laarming
dieabled services outaide of the standard eligibility determination process

Source Adapted from Tabies 1-3 on pages 4-6 of the Chancellor's Office s report repreduced in Appendix F
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lege student body Over the four years of this
study, they averaged a share of the referred popu-
lation that was 7% percentage points higher than
thewr proportional representation in the entire
community college student body Students in the
two age categories of 18 and 19 also tended to
comprise a larger share of the referred population
than of the entire student body. On average, 18-
year-old students were referred for learming dis-
ability determination at rates 2 7 percentage
points higher than the rates they are represented
among all commumty college students, while the
difference for 19-year olds 1s 3 3 percentage
ponts Students between 30 and 49 years of age
are also a shightly larger percentage of the refer-
ral group than of the student body at large -- the
percentage point difference being an average 1 9
percentage points

American Indian students are also represented at
a shghtly hugher rate in terms of referrals than 18
their share of overall community college enroll-
ment They comprise just over 1.5 percent of com-
munity college enrollment, so their numbers are
small enough to produce a significant percent dif-
ference. For example, 1n 1990-91, theiwr 2 4 per-
cent share of learning disability referrals was 57
percent higher than their share of all students.

Reasons for the differences

The differences 1n the percentages of age, gender
and racial/ethnic categories of students referred for
learning disability determination appear to be re-
lated to the wholly voluntary nature of the referral
process

Under-representation of older students

The causes for the statistical under-representation
of older students 1n the community colleges’ learn-
ing digabilities programs have always been specula-
tive and based on anecdotal evidence Yet last year,
members of the technical advisory commattee of ex-
perts convened by the Commission to review the
community colleges’ learning disabihties eligibihty
model expressed no surprise at this finding, as 1t
was consistent with their professional experiences.
Some members noted that due to funding and other
restraints, most colleges’ learning disabilities ser-

vices are far more accessible in the morning-to-mid-
afternoon hours, while many older students attend
classes 1n the evenings.

Chancellor’s Office’s staff also note that many stu-
dents in the “50 and over” category take community
college coursea more for social purposes than for
strictly academic ones As such, they would not be
as interested 1n using most student services as stu-
dents with more academic goals

Finally, many experts believe that by the time peo-
ple have reached the age of §0, they have likely
found ways to compensate for any learning disabul-
ities in day-to-day hfe People in the older age cate-
gories who have had to survive and prosper despite
these disabilities may not see the need to subject
themselves to a ngorous learming disabilities as-
sessment process Thus the four-year pattern of
under-representation of older students in the col-
leges’ learming disabilities programs appears to be
the result of conscious decisions made by individu-
als n this group for their own reasons

Under-representation of Aswan/Pacific
Islander and Filipino students

As 18 the case for older students, no quantitative 1n-
formation exists on why Asian/Pacific Islander and
Filipino students are referred for determination of
learning disabilities at rates substantially lower
than other racial/ethme groups Reasons put forth
by experts on the subject are speculative and based
upon anecdotes; some feel that cultural differences
-- and the perceptions of these programs among cer-
tain groups -- dissuade these students from seeking
or accepting referral Essentially, the explanations
for the lower-than-average referral rates for these
students boil down to decisions that these students
make 1n choosing not to access the programs,

Over-representation of 18- and 19-year olds

As noted above, students aged 18 and 19 are re-
ferred for learning disability determination at rates
significantly greater than their proportional repre-
sentation 1n the community college student body as
a whole Chancellor’s Office’s staff and advisory
committee members say that a major reason for
thewr high number 1n this population 1s that many
have worked with high school teachers and counsel
ors who were aware of the possibility that these stu-



dents might have learning disabilities -- and these
teachers and counselors have sought to ease the
transition to college for these students by alerting
them to their own individual strengths and weak-
nesses as well as the many services (including
learning disability services) available to them on
community college campuses. This assistance from
high school staff would increase the likelihood that
students with certain needs would seek out the ap-
propriate student services

Additionally, younger students may be more ag-
gressively counseled and advised by community col-
lege staff to seek out needed services iIf they seek to
be academically successful and, 1n particular, even-
tuelly transfer to a four-year campus

Over-representation of White
and Native American students

White and Native Amencan students also repre-
sent a larger share of the “referred” pool than of the
community colleges’ overall enrollment Again,
while no quantitative data exist to explain this find-
Ing, 1t seems likely that the combination of the
college-going history of many White students’ fam-
ies, thewr familianty with student services pro-
grams, and thewr orientation to transfer may ac-
count for most of their over-representation One
possibility accounting for the over-representation of
Native American students 1s the likelthood that,
like 18- and 19-year olds, many of them may have
recewved speclal encouragement from teachers or
counselors to take advantage of particularly useful
community college services and programs

In sum, the differences between age and ra-
cial/ethnic groups do not appear to be the fault of
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the learning disability programs themselves Rath-
er, they result from the voluntary nature of the pro-
grams, with students 1n certain age and ra-
ctal/ethmec groups seeking and accepting referral at
much lower or higher rates than others,

Based on four years of study on this subject and ex-
tensive consultation with experts in this field, the
Commission thus concludes that the community
colleges’ learmng disabilities eligibility model
shows no evidence of age. gender, or racial/ethnic
bias in its design or operation Further, the Com-
miss1on concludes that the Chancellor's Office has
fully satisfied the requirements of the 1988 Supple-
mental Report Language to the Budget calling for
these studies and reports

Recommendation

While the Commission encourages the Chancellor’s
Office to continue 1ts oversight of the operation of
the learning disabilities ehigibility model and other
aspects of the community coileges’ services to this
and other dizabled student groups, the Commussion
sees no reason for the Chancellor's Office to contin-
ue 1ts series of demographic studies and reports on
learning disabled students Instead, the Commis-
sion recommends that any further reporting on
issues related to learning disabled students by
the Chancellor’s Office be made through its se-
ries of biennial reports mandated by AB 746
(Hayden 1987) that the Commission is charged
to review and on which it will comment 1n fu-
ture reports to the Legislature.



The Department of Rehabilitation’s
Interest in Postsecondary Education

Mission and work of the Department

California’s Department of Rehabilitation 18 the
State’s principal agency to help people with disabil-
1ties reach social and economic independence In
addition to providing vocational and pre-vocational
assistance for persons with disabilities, the Depart-
ment provides restorative, educational, and sup-
portive services to 1ts chents through vocational re-
habilitation counselors and through coordinating
1t8 services with other public and private sector pro-
viders

The Departments’ most recent mission statement,
reproduced 1n Appendix G of this report, mmcludes
the statement, “The Department will develop part-
nerships with education 1nstitutions to strengthen
the lmk between school and work for people with
disabilities ”

The Department provides support for community
rehabilitation facilities and other local resources for
disabled persons, including students As 18 required
under the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the
Department has established a prionity system of ex-
tending services to severely disabled persons, and
almost half of the people served by the Department
annually fall into that category of severely dis-
abled

For 1991, the Department estimated that as many
as 750,000 disabled Californians over age 18 were
1n some need of the services 1t provides, yet the De-
partment was anticipated to provide direct rehabili-
tative services to some 23,500 of these persons The
Department has been 1nvolved in cooperative ef-
forts with Calhforma's public higher education in-
stitutions for more than a decade, although ordinar-
ily only on a project-by-project basis Now 1t seeks
more extensive and on-going cooperation through
sponsoring disabled students enrolled 1n both public
and private postsecondary institutions This pro-
gram involves working with the students and with

their advisors, counselors, and support personnel to
help them get through college and be able to enter
the workforce upon graduation

Postsecondary education and the
Departments’ transition programs

The Department has developed several comprehen-
sive “transition” programs to assist students with
disabilities to attam skills and experience neces-
sary to obtain viable, unsubsidized employment 1n
the public and private sectors These programs 1n-
volve employers, consumers, parents, educators,
and community and agency support staff in the
training and placement of these clients They aim
to help disabled students attain their degree goals,
while better equipping themselves to enter the
workforce.

Several transition programs are sponsored by the
Department that involve both K-12 and public post-
secondary education Five of these programs are
described 1n Display 12 on the next page Among
those five programs, the three “WorkAbility” pro-
jects 1nvolving County Offices of Education, the
California Department of Education, and the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges have enjoyed particular
success These WorkAbility programs have been
recognized by the federal Office of Special Educa-
tion and Rehabilitative Services by being named
one of the top ten nationslly acclaimed transition
programs for youth with disabilities Major factors
1 the success of these programs are the interagency
partnerships that exist among regular, special, and
vocational educators and the staff of varous divi-
sions within the educational systems and the De-
partment of Rehabilitation
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DISPLAY 12 Department of Rehabilitation Transition Programs

WorkAbthiy 1

WorkAbihity I began as a program 1n 1981 to test the concept of work experience with special education
students. Currently, WorkAbility I has 155 mndividual projects throughout the State serving 983 school
sites, eight regional occupational centers/programs, seven private schools, and one State school for the
deaf and has projects 1n all but one California county During the school years from 1982-83 to 1990-91,
WorkAbility I has served over 130,000 special needs secondary students. WorkAbility I 12 funded by both
State and federal funds Funding for 1991-92 13 $6 304 million

WorkAbihity IT

WorkAbility II, enacted m the Fall of 1985, was designed to enhance collaboration between the State De-
partments of Rehabilitation and Education and 1s established as the first official cooperative program be-
tween these two agencies The program operates from adult schools and regional occupational cen-
ters/programs in conjunction with local offices of the Department of Rehabilitation to provide a blending of
vocational services to adults and out-of-school youth who meet acceptance requirements Currently, 26
Workabihty II projects are operating statewide from a combined funding base provided through the State
Department of Rehabilitation and local education agencies.

WorkAbihty III

Workability III is the result of an interagency agreement imtiated 1n January of 1986 between the Cali-
forma Communty Colleges and the Department of Rehabilitation. WorkAbility TII serves people wath
disabilities who are both community college students and Department of Rehabilitation clients desiring
and in need of employment WorkAbility III offers direct job placement, traneition assistance into employ-
ment, and support services It 18 funded jointly by the Department of Rehabihitation and the local commu-
nity college districts.

Transition Partnership Programs

Transition Partnership Programs were nitiated 1n 1988 through the Transition Partnership Project
which 15 a joint project of the State Departments of Rehabilitation and Education There are currently 29
programs 1n operation statewide These programs serve disabled secondary students who have also be-
come DR clients The purpose of the project 1s to promote collaboration between the two departments
through local programs that assist the students-clients to prepare for and transition to competitive em-
ployment

Cooperatives with the California State Unwersity

Beginning 1n 1992-93, the California State University will be involved 1n cooperative programs that will
serve shared students/Department of Rehabilitation chents and that will assist 1n meeting the Depart-
ment’s goal of ncreased career development for persons with disabilities, The budget for 1992-93 will be
$1 5 million for an estimated ten programs.

Source Department of Rehabihtation
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Current interests of the Department

The Department 18 seeking more extensive substan-
tive mvolvement with education institutions as
part of 1ts mission to assist students with disabil-
ities  Included are the development of cooperative
programs with schools, colleges, universities, and
local education agencies to match federal dollars for
gervices to targeted disabled populations Depart-
ment representatives have noted that they hope to
see more representation for the large population of
disabled students 1n postsecondary education 1n the
educational policy research conducted by the State
and the institutions

The Department of Rehabilitation has been a mem-
ber of the Intersegmental Planning Commuttee on
Dsabled Student Services since 1ts inception 1n
1985, although 1n recent years 1t has not played a

major role Future activities of the planning com-
mittes will 1nclude discussions on the proper role
for the Department 1n the systems’ processes of pro-
viding services to thewr disabled student popula-
tions The Department has ongoing contact with
this population and has gamned extensive expertise
in dealing wath 1ssues related to the provision of
services to thia group As such, the Department
could provide a useful perspective 1n future discus-
s10ns on the many 18sues related to this subject

In addition, with 1ts role 1n administering many
federally funded programs for disabled persons, the
Department may be able to access additional fun-
ding to 1mprove services for disabled students 1n
Califorma higher education Future Commission
reports 1n response to AB 746 will report on the role
played by the Department in assisting the State’s
disabled students
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Appendix A

_ Assembly Bill 746
Appendix A (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987)

Assembly Bill No. 746

CHAPTER 829

An act to amend and renumber the heading of Chapter 14 (com-
mencing with Section 67320} of, and to add Chapter 14 2 (commenc-
ing with Sechion 67310) to, Part 40 of the Education Code, relabng
to postsecondary education

[Approved by Governor September 19, 1997 Filed with
Secretary of State September 21, 1987 ]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DICEST

AB 746, Hayden Postsecondary education

Existing law requires the services for disabled students provided
by the Califorma Community Colleges and the Cabfornia State
Unn ersity, and authonizes the services provided by the University of
Calbiforma, at a minimum, to conform to the level and the quality of
services provided by the Department of Rehabihitation pnior to July
1, 1981

Thus bill would govern state funded disabled student programs and
services at public postsecondary nstitutions and would specify the
principles that a state funded activity 1s required to observe This ball
would declare the intent of the Legslature that, as appropnate for
each postsecondary segment, funds pronided for disabled student
programs and services be based on the fixed costs associated with the
ongowg admimistration and operation of the services and programs,
continuing vaniable costs that fluctuate with changes in the number
of students or the urut load of students, and one-time vanable costs
associated with the purchase or replacement of equipment

This bill would require the Board of Governors of Cahforma
Community Colleges and the Trustees of the Califormia State
Umiversity to, and would authonize the Regents of the Umversity of
Calhforma to, work with the Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commussion and the Department of Finance, as specified, adopt
rules and regulations, maintain the present intersegmental efforts to
work with the commuission and other interested parties, and develop
and implement, 1n consultation with students and staff, a system for
evaluating state-funded programs and services for disabled students
on each campus at least every 5 years This Inll would also require the
Board of Governors of the Cahforma Community Colleges and the
Trustees of the California State University to, and would authonze
the Regents of the Umversity of Cahforma to, submut a report to the
Governor, the education pohcy commttees of the Legislature, and
the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion bienmally,
commencing in January 1989 This bill would require the Califorrua
Postsecondary Education Commission to review these reports and
submt 1ts comments und recommendations to the Governor and the
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education policy commuttees of the Legislature

This bill would prowvide that nothing 1n this bill shall be construed
to be directing students toward a parhicular program or service for
students with disabilities nor shall anything in this bill be used to
deny any student an education

The people of the State of Califorma do enact as follows

SECTION 1 Chapter 142 (commencing with Section 67310) s
added to Part 40 of the Education Code, to read

CHAPTER 142 STATE FUNDED DISABLED STUDENT PROGRAMS
AND SERVICES

67310 (a) The Legslature finds and declares that equal access to
public postsecondary educahion 1s essential for the full integration of
persons with disabihties into the social, pohtical, and economic
mawnstream of Cahfornia. The Legislature recogmzes the historic
underrepresentation of disabled students 1n postsecondary programs
and the need for equitable efforts that enhance the enrollment and
retention of disabled students in public colleges and universities 1n
Califorma

(b) The Legslature recognizes its responsibility to provide and
adequately fund postsecondary programs and services for disabled
students attending a public postsecondary institution

{c) To meet this responsibility, the Legislature sets forth the
following principles for public postsecondary inshtutions and
budgetary control agencies to observe in providing postsecondary
programs and services for students with disabilities

(1) The state funded activity shall be consistent with the stated
purpose of programs and services for disabled students provided by
the Cahforma Commumty Colleges, the Califorma State Umiversity,
or the Unwversity of Calforma, as governed by the statutes
regulabions, and gwidehnes of the commumty colleges, state
unuversity, or the University of Califorma

(2) The state funded activity shall not dupheate services or
instruction that are available to all students, either on campus or i
the commumnty

(3) The state funded activity shall be directly related to the
functional hmitations of the venfiable disabilities of the students to
be served.

(4) The state funded achwity shall be directly related to these
students’ full access to and parheipation 1n the educational process

(5) The state funded activity shall have as its goals the
independence of disabled students and the maximum ntegration of
these students wiath other students

(6) The state funded activity shall be provided in the mo#t
integrated setting possmible, consistent with state and federal law
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state policy and funding requirements, and missions and policies of
the postsecondary segment, and shall be based on 1dentified student
needs

(d) It 1s.the ntent of the Legslature that, through the state
budget process, the public postsecondary insthtuhons request, and
the state provide, funds to cover the actual cost of providing services
and nstruction, consistent with the prineiples set forth i subdivision
(c), to disabled students n therr respective postsecondary
mstitutions

(e) All public postsecondary education institutions shall continue
to utihze other available resources to support programs and services
for disabled students as well as maintain their current level of
funding from other sources whenever possible

(f) Pursuant to Section 67312, postsecondary institutions shall
demonstrate inshtutional accountabiity and clear program
effectiveness evaluahions for services to students with disabilities

67311 It 1s the desire and intent of the Legislature that, as
appropriate for each postsecondary segment, funds for disabled
student programs and services be based on the followang three
categones of costs

(a) Fixed costs associated with the ongoing admimstration and
operahon of the services and programs These fixed costs are basic
ongoing administrative and operational costs of campus programs
that are relatively consistent in frequency from year-to-year, such as

(1) Access to, and arrangements for, adaptive educational
equipment, materials, and supples required by disabled students

(2} Job placement and development services related to the
transition from school to employment

(3) Limisons with campus and commumty agencies, including
referral and followup services to these agenctes on behalf of disabled
students

{(4) On-campus and off-campus regstration assistance meluding
priority enrollment, applications for financial aid, and related college
services

(5) Special parking, including on-campus parking regstration,
temporary parking permit arrangments, and appheation assistance
ftir students who do not have state handicapped placards or heense
plates

(6) Supplemental specialized onentation to acquaint students
with the campus environment

{7) Activihies to coordinate and admmster speciahzed services
end 1nstruction

(8) Achwvities to assess the planning, implementation, and
effectiveness of disabled student services and programs

The baseline cost of these services shall be determined by the
fespective system and fully funded with annual adjustments for
inflation and salary range changes, to the extent funds are provided

{b) Continumg vanable costs that fluctuate with changes 1n the
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number of students or the umt load of students These continuing
vanable costs are costs for services that vary in frequency depending
on the needs of students, such as

(1) Dhagnostic assessment, inclucing both individual and group
assessment not otherwise provided by the mshtution to determine
functional, educational, or employment levels or to certify specific
chsabilihes

(2) On-campus mobility assistance, including mobility training
and onentation and manual or automatic transportation assistance to
and from college courses and related educational activities

(3) Off-campus transportation assistance, including transporting
students with disabilities to and from the campus 1in areas where
accessible pubhc transportation 1s unavailable, inadequate, or both

(4) Disabihity-related counsehng and advising, including
specialized academuc, vocational, personal, and peer counseling, that
13 developed speaifically for disabled students and not duplicated by
regular counseling and advising services available to all students

(5) Interpreter services, including manual and oral interpreting
for deaf and hard-of-heanng students

{6) Reader services to coordinate and provide access to
information required for equitable academic participation if this
access 15 unavailable 1n other suitable modes

(7) Services to facilitate the repair of equpment and learning
assistance dewvices

(8) Special class instruchon that does not duplicate existing
college courses but 15 necessary to meet the unique educational
needs of particular groups of disabled students

(9) Speech services, provided by licensed speech or language
pathologists for students with verified speech disabilities

(10) Test taking facilitation, including adapting tests for and
proctoning test taking by, disabled students

(11) Transcription services, including, but not lumted to, the
provision of Braille and pnint maternals

(12) Speciahized tutoring services not otherwise provided by the
mshtution

(13) Notetaker services for wriing, notetaking, and manual
mampulation for classroom and related academic achivibes

State funds may be provided annually for the cost of these services
on an actual-cost basis, including wages for the individuals providing
these services and expenses for attendant supphes Each inshtution
shall be responsible for documenting its costs to the appropniate state
agencies

{(¢) One-time vanable costs associated with the purchase or
replacement of equipment Oneé-time variable costs are one-hme
expendutures for the purchase of suppiies or the repair of equipment,
such as adapted educational maternals and vehicles. State funds shall
be provided for these expenses on an actual cost basis as documented
by each institution
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67312  (4) The Board of Governors of the Cabiforma Community
Colleges and the Trustees of the Califorma State Umiversity shall, for
theiwr respective systems, and the Regents of the University of
Caltfornia may do the following

(1y Work  with the Cahfornia Postsecondary Education
Commission and the Department of Finance to develop formulas or

rocedures for allocating funds authorized under this chapter

(2) Adopt rules and regulations necessary to the operation of
programs funded pursuant to this chapter

(3) Maintain the present intersegmental efforts to work with the
Cahformia Postsecondary Education Commssion and other
mterested parties, to coordinate the planmng and development of
programs for students with disabilities, including, but not hmited to,
the estabhshment of common defimtions for students with
disabilities and uniform formats for reports required under ths
chapter

t4) Develop and implement, 1n consultahion with students and
staff, a system for evaluating state-funded programs and services for
disabled students on each campus at least every five years At a
mmumurn, these systems shall provide for the gathering of outcome
data, staff and student perceptions of program effectiveness, and
data on the implementation of the program and physical accessibihty
requirements of Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitahion
Act of 1973

(b) Commencing in January 1990, and every two years thereafter,
the Board of Governors of the Califorma Commumty Colleges and
the Trustees of the Calforma State Unmversity shall, for therr
respectiv e systems, and the Regents of the University of Califorma
may, submit a report to the Governor, the education policy
commattees of the Legslature, and the California Postsecondary
Education Commussion on the evaluatons developed pursuant to
ubdivision (a) These bienmal reports shall also include a review on
a campus-by -campus basis of the enrollment, retention, transition,
and graduation rates of disabled students

(c) The Calforma Postsecondary Education Commussion shall
Teview these reports and submut its comments and recommendations
tothe Governor and education policy commuittees of the Legslature

67313 Nothing 1n this chapter shall be construed to be direching
ay student, or students, toward a particular program or service for
Students with disabilities nor shall anvthing 1n this chapter be used
1o deny any student an education because he or she does not wish
1o receve state funded disabled student programs and services

67314 No prowision of this chapter shall apply to the University
of Califorma unless the Regents of the Umversity of Califorma, by
'esolution, make that prowvision applicable

SEC 2 The heading of Chapter 14 {commencing with Section
‘57320) of Part 40 of the Education Code 1s amended and renumbered
0 read
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University of California
Office of the President
February 14, 1992

Report to the Legislature on Assembly Bill 746:
S8ervices to Students with Disabilities

Introduction
Assembly Bill 746 (chaptered 1987, Hayden) states, in part, that:

(a) The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges
and the Trustees of the California State University shall,
for their respective systems, and The Regents of the
University of California may do the following:

(1) Work with the California Postsecondary Education
Commission and the Department of Finance to develop
formulas or procedures for allocating funds authorized
under this chapter.

(2) Adopt rules and regulations necessary to the operation
of programs funded pursuant to this chapter.

(3) Maintain the present intersegmental efforts to work
with the California Postsecondary Education Commissicon
and other interested parties, to coordinate the
planning and development of programs for students with
disabilities, including, but not limited to the
establishment of common definitions for students with
disabilities and uniform formats for reports required
under this chapter.

(4) Develop and implement, in consultation with students
and staff, a system for evaluating state-funded
programs and services for disabled students on each
campus at least every five years. At a minimum, these
systems shall provide for the gathering of outcome
data, staff and student perceptions of program
effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the
program and physical accessibility requirements of
Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal Rehabilitation
Act of 1973.

(b) Commencing in January 1990, and every two years thereafter,
the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges
and the Trustees of the California State University shall,
for their respective systems, and The Regents of the
University of California may, submit a report to the
Governor, the education policy committees of the
Legislature, and the California Postsecondary Education

1
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Commission on the evaluations developed pursuant to
subdivision (a). These biennial reports shall also include
a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the enrollment,
retention, transition, and graduation rates of disabled
students.

In response to these requests, the University of California has
prepared this second biennial repeort describing the progress the
Univers-ty has made to date in implementing the activities set .
forth in AB 746.

In the Tall of 1988, the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) convened an AB 746 Intersegmental Planning
Committee for Services to Students with Disabilities composed- of
campus and systemwide staff from each segment to plan the
implementation of the new State policy on disabled student
services and programs in California postsecondary education.
Specifically, the Intersegmental Planning Committee was asked to
devise a strategy for evaluating the effectiveness of services
for students with disabilities and to develop uniform formats for
the reports reguired under AB 746. The University's current
representatives are the Director of the UCLA Disabled Student
Services program and the Universitywide Coordinator for Disabled
Student Services.

Subsequ=antly, the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee for
Services to Students with Disabilities met on June 6, 1989 with
Mr. curtis Richards, consultant to Assemblymember Hayden, to
review the content of the reports and reporting deadlines as
required by statute. A full description of the agreements
reached at that meeting is enclosed (Attachment 1). In summary,
the agreements call upon the three segments of public
postsecondary education to provide the following:

1) The first biennial report, due to the Governor, the
Legislature, and CPEC by January 31, 1990 will contain:

LY

(2) an update on the development of formulas and procedures
fcr allocating funds for disabled student services;

(k) a summary of the adoption of rules and regulations
needed to operate campus disabled student services programs;

(c) a statement on the maintenance of intersegmental efforts
to coordinate the planning and development of programs for
students with disabilities; and

(d) a workplan and outline of the comprehensive evaluations
of State-funded programs.

2) Commenclng in January 1992, the biennial reports will
include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the

2
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Commission on the evaluations developed pursuant to
subdivision (a). These biennial reports shall also include
a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the enrollment,
retention, transition, and graduation rates of disabled
students.

In response to these requests, the University of California has
prepared this second biennial report describing the progress the
University has made to date in implementing the activities set .,
forth in AB 746.

In the Fall of 1588, the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) convened an AB 746 Intersegmental Planning
Committee for Services to Students with Disabilities composed-of
campus and systemwide staff from each segment to plan the
implementation of the new State policy on disabled student
services and programs in California postsecondary education.
Specifically, the Intersegmental Planning Committee was asked to
devise a strategy for evaluating the effectiveness of services
for students with disabilities and tc develop uniform formats for
the reports required under AB 746. The University's current
representatives are the Director of the UCLA Disabled Student
Services program and the Universitywide Coordinator for Disabled
Student Services.

Subsequently, the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Copmittee for
Services to Students with Disabilities met on June 6, 1989 with
Mr. Curtis Richards, consultant to Assemblymember Hayden, to
review the content of the reports and reporting deadlines as
required by statute. A full description of the agreements
reached at that meeting is enclosed (Attachment 1). In summary,
the agreements call upoen the three segments of public
postsecondary education to provide the following:

1) The first biennial report, due to the Governor, the
Legislature, and CPEC by January 31, 1990 will contain:

(a) an update on the develcpment of formulas and procedures
for allcocating funds for disabled student services;

(b) a summary of the adoption of rules and regulations
needed to operate campus disabled student services progranms;

(c) a statement on the maintenance of intersegmental efforts
to coordinate the planning and development of programs for
students with disabilities; and

{(d) a workplan and outline of the comprehensive evaluations
of State-funded programs.

2) Commencing in January 1992, the biennial reports will
include a review on a campus-by-campus basis of the

2
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enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates of
students with disabilities.

The first biennial report was submitted to the Governor,
Legislature, and CPEC in February 1990. The report contained a
discussion of the topics ocutlined in 1(a) through 1(d4) above.

Oon January 22, 1991, the AB 746 Intersegmental Advisory Committee
met to discuss, among other things, the topics to be contained in
the University's second biennial report (see Attachment 2). 1In
addition to providing an update of the topics examined in the
first report, the University's second biennial report includes a
discussion of the enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates of students with disabilities as described in
section 2 above.

Procedures for the Allocation of Funds

AB 746 delineates a common foundation for public postsecondary
education institutions to seek funding from the State for
services to students with disabilities. As chaptered, the
statute calls for funding requests to be based on the actual
costs of providing services using three cost categories: (1)
fixed costs associated with the ongoing administration and
operation of the programs; (2) continuing variable costs that
fluctuate with changes in the number of students served or the
number of units in which students are enrolled; and (3} cne-time
variable costs associated with the purchase or replacement of
equipment. The University incorporated into its budget request
methodology recommendations, made at an AB 746 Intersegmental
Planning Committee meeting on October 17, 1988, that budget
requests be based on actual costs for services. The University's
most recent funding request for the 1992-93 academic year was
based on 1990-91 actual costs (the last year for which data are
available) for the three cost categories, adjusted for predicted
workload changes anticipated during 1992-93. This budget
request has been submitted through the normal University budget
process. The University has used this funding methodology in all
of its budget requests since the passage of AB 746 and it is
anticipated that all future University budget requests will
follow this funding methodology.

Adoption of Requlations Necessarv to the Operation of State-
funded Proqarams

In 1979, the University established guidelines to implement the
"Report of the Statewide Task Force on Services to Students with
Disabilities." This Task Force was convened by CPEC and
consisted of representatives from each of the postsecondary
education segments in California. The University's implementing
guidelines provide eligibility criteria, define disabilities and
the types of services to be provided, establish campus and

3
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Universitywide advisory committees, specify evaluation
requirements, and outline various administrative and
accountability procedures. The University began a comprehensive
review of the guidelines in 1987 to determine whether changes in
campus procedures were needed and to incorporate the University's
"Guidelines for Assessment and Accommodation of Students with
Learning Disabilities." The funding methodology, scope of
services, and evaluation provisions of AB 746 also are being
incorporated. The revised guidelines will be submitted to the
campuses and the President's Advisory Committee on Services to
Students with Disabilities for comment before the end of the
1991-92 academic year.

Interseaqmental Planning and Develobpment of Proarams for Students
with Disabilities

As noted earlier, the University has been an active participant
in the AR 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee since its
inception. To date, the Intersegmental Planning Committee's
efforts to implement AB 746 have focused on:

1) the development of segmental formulas or procedures for the
allocation of State funds authorized for services to
students with disabilities to the segments;

2) irtersegmental coordination of programs for students with
disabilities, specifically the development of common
definitions of types of disabilities and services and the
establishment of comparable formats for reports;

3) the development of procedures and instruments for evaluating
State-funded programs and services for disabled students on
each campus; and

4) the identification of methods for evaluating architectural
barrier removal needs, including co-sponsorship of two
training workshops on the physical accessibility
requirements of Title 24 conducted by the State Architect's
Office for postsecondary education personnel.

Workplan and Outline of the Universitv's Comprehensive Evaluation
of State-funded Proarams and Services

AB 746 calls for each segment to develop a system for evaluating
at least every five years the State-funded programs and services
for students with disabilities on each campus. The legislation
specifies that a minimum of three components be included:

(1) staff and student perceptions of program effectiveness;

(2) ouzcome data such as enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates; and (3) data on the program and physical
accessibility of campuses. The progress the University has made
to implement these evaluation components is described below.
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Universitywide advisory committees, specify evaluation
requirements, and outline various administrative and
accountability procedures. The University began a comprehensive
review of the guidelines in 1987 to determine whether changes in
campus procedures were needed and to incorporate the University's
wGuidelines for Assessment and Accommodation of Students with
Learning Disabilities." The funding methodology, scope of
services, and evaluation provisions of AB 746 also are being
incorporated.’ The revised quidelines will be submitted to the
campuses and the President's Advisory Committee on Services to
Students with Disabilities for comment before the end of the
1991-92 academic year.

Intarsedamental Planninag and Develobment of Proarams for Students
with Disabilities

As noted earlier, the University has been an active participant
in the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee since its
inception. To date, the Intersegmental Planning Committee's
efforts to implement AB 746 have focused on:

1) the development of segmental formulas or procedures for the
allocation of State funds authorized for services to
students with disabilities to the segments;

2) intersegmental coordination of programs for students with
disabilities, specifically the development of common
definitions of types of disabilities and services and the
establishment of comparable formats for reports;

3) the development of procedures and instruments for evaluating
State-funded programs and services for disabled students on
each campus; and

4) the identification of methods for evaluating architectural
barrier removal needs, including co-sponsorship of two
training workshops on the physical accessibility
requirements of Title 24 conducted by the State Architect's
Office for postsecondary education persconnel.

Workplan and Outline of the Universitv's Comprehensive Evaluation
of State=-funded Proarams and Sarvices

AB 746 calls for each segment to develop a system for evaluating
at least every five years the State-funded programs and services
for students with disabilities on each campus. The legislation
specifies that a minimum of three components be included:

(1) staff and student perceptions of program effectiveness;

(2) outcome data such as enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates; and (3) data on the program and physical
accessibility of campuses. The progress the University has made
to implement these evaluation components is described below.
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Appendix B

gtaff and Btudent Percentions of Proaram Effectiveness

In consultation with campus officials, the University has
developed a Universitywide plan for assessing the
perceptions of staff and students regarding the
effectiveness of services and programs for students with
disabilities. The evaluation plan includes development of:
(a) uniform questionnaires that assess program
effectiveness; (b) timelines for administering the
questionnaires; and (c) procedures for compiling and
reporting the data.

During the 1988-1989 academic year, a uniform questionnaire
assessing students' perceptions of program effectiveness was
developed and pilot-tested. The questicnnaire assesses
students' perceptions of the adequacy, effectiveness, and
availability of the services provided. 1In addition,
campuses may choose to add questions or sections to the
guestionnaire that reflect unique campus needs or program
issues,

Following pilot-testing, the questionnaire was revised and
submitted to the AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee
for consideration as an intersegmental instrument for
assessing student perceptions of program effectiveness.
Based on the Planning Committee's recommendations, the
instrument was revised again and submitted to the Directors
of Services to Students with Disabilities at each campus of
the University for their review and comment. A final draft
copy of the instrument is enclosed (Attachment 3).

To capture staff and faculty perceptions of the
effectiveness of disabled student services and programs, the
AB 746 Intersegmental Planning Committee drafted a separate
intersegmental survey instrument that addresses the specific
concerns of staff and faculty. The instrument has been
reviewed and revised by the Intersegmental Planning
Committee, as well as the Directors of Services to Students
with Disabilities at each campus of the University. A final
draft copy of the instrument is enclosed (Attachment 4).

Both instruments will be reviewed before the end of the
1991-92 academic year by the President's Advisory Committee
on Services to Students with Disabilities, which is composed
of University students, faculty, and staff. Following any
necessary revisions, the University plans to administer both
the student survey and the faculty/staff survey on all
campuses of the University in the Spring term of 1992.
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3)

Outcome Data Pro-iect

The University is currently developing procedures to
determine the retention and graduation rates of students
with permanent disabilities. This process includes the
implementation of procedures designed to obtain appropriate
stident enrcllment information as well as the development of
systems that can effectively track the academic progress of
students with disabilities.

Enrollment Informatio.. In order to calculate the retention
and graduation rates of students with disabilities, the
University needed to develop procedures for gathering
accurate enrollment data for this student group. Beginning
in the Fall of 1990, the University implemented procedures
to collect enrollment data for all new students with
disabilities who entered the University in the 1990-91
academic year and who identified themselves as permanently
disabled. By identifying these students and those who
enroll in subsequent years as disabled, the University will
soon have the baseline information that is required to
ca-culate retention and graduation rates for students with
disabilities. Enrollment information for the 1990-91
academic year cohort are presented in Table 1.1

Retention and Graduation Information. In concert with the
collection of enrollment data, the University is currently
developing procedures to track students with disabilities
throughout their academic careers at the University so that
the retention and graduation rates of these students can be
de-ermined. New data elements will be added to the
University's existing data base identifying which students
are disabled as well as the type of disability. It is
expected that these new data elements will become
operational by Fall 1992.

The University's first retention report, using data from the
1990-91 student cohort, should be available in January 1994.
A graduation rate report for the 1990-91 cohort should be
available in January 1996.

Phvsical Accessibilitv of Campuses
To comply with Federal law, each campus prepared an

evaluation in 1979 that identified the physical obstacles
limiting accessibility, described how the facilities would

1 The data presented in Table 1 include only those students

who are new to the University during the 1990-91 academic year and
who identified themselves as permanently disabled by requesting
services at campus disabled student service program offices.
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2)

3)

outcome Data Proaiect

The University is currently developing procedures to
determine the retention and graduation rates of students
with permanent disabilities. This process includes the
implementation of procedures designed to obtain appropriate
student enrollment information as well as the development of
systems that can effectively track the academic progress of
students with disabilities.

Enrollment Information. In order to calculate the retention
and graduation rates of students with disabilities, the
University needed to develop procedures for gathering
accurate enrollment data for this student group. Beginning
in the Fall of 1990, the University implemented procedures
to collect enrolilment data for all pew students with
disabilities who entered the University in the 1990-91
academic year and who identified themselves as permanently
disabled. By identifying these students and those who
enroll in subsequent vears as disabled, the University will
soon have the baseline information that is required to
calculate retention and graduation rates for students with
disabilities. Enrecllment information for the 1990-91
academic year cohort are presented in Table 1.1

Retention and Graduation Information. In concert with the
collection of enrollment data, the University is currently
developing procedures to track students with disabilities
throughout their academic careers at the University so that
the retention and graduation rates of these students can be
determined. New data elements will be added to the
University's existing data base identifying which students
are disabled as well as the type of disability. It is
expected that these new data elements will become
operaticnal by Fall 1992.

The University's first retention report, using data from the
1990-91 student cohort, should be available in January .1994.
A graduation rate report for the 1990-91 cohort should be
available in January 1996.

Phvsical Accessibilitv of Campuses
To comply with Federal law, each campus prepared an

evaluation in 1979 that identified the physical obstacles
limiting accessibility, described how the facilities would

1 The data presented in Table 1 include only those students

who are new to the University during the 1990-91 academic year and
who identified themselves as permanently disabled by requesting
services at campus disabled student service program offices.
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be made accessible, and specified the timetable for
achieving program accessibility.

Though campus transition plans are nearing completion, the
physical environment of the campuses and the legal
requlrements for achieving physical acce551b111ty as
prescribed in architectural codes have changed since the
plans were developed initially. Moreover, some access
projects remain to be funded. Campus and Office of the
President staff met in June 1989 to discuss the factors that
affect the physical access needs on each campus and to
outline how the physical accessibility on each campus should
be improved. The University will conduct a study that will
evaluate campus procedures for: (1) making corrections to
facilities and surrounding sites when problems are
identified; and (2) ensuring that renovations to existing
facilities and new construction comply with current code
requirements. The results of the study will be reported to
the Governor, the Legislature, and CPEC by January 1993.

39



Appendiz B

ATTACHMENT 1

41



ATTACHMENT 1 Appendix B

STATE OF CAL!FORNA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN Goverme~

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

1020 TWELFTH STREET THIRD FLQOR
SACRAMENTO CALIFOANIA 95812 3985

{916 445 793)

June 186, 1989

Mr. Curtis Richards, )
Consultant to Assemblymember Tom Hayden
State Capitol, Room 3091

Sacramento, California

Dear Curtis:

At the June 6th meeting of the AB 746 Advisory Committee on services for disabled
students, several agreements were reached regarding timelines for and contents of
these reports. As you know, this legislation (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) required
the University of California, California State University and Cahfornia Community
Colleges to perform spec:fic tasks related todisabled students services by times certain
You sttended this meeting, and know of most of these agreements, so this summary is
just a formal transmittal of these agreements. Below, we present the agreements
which pertain to Education Code Section 67312., as amended by AB 746:

1. The first biennial report, due to the Postsecondary Education Commission
and others for review and commentin January, 1990 from the three
segments of public postsecondary education will contain the following
sections:

a) An update_ of their work with the Postsecondary Commission and Department of
Finance on the development of formulas and procedures for allocating funds for
disabled students services [ sect. 67312.(2) (1) and (b)};

b) A summary of the adoption of rules and regulations necessary to operate the
program‘: rior disabled students funded pursuant to this chapter [ sect. 67312. (a)
{2) and (b)];

¢) A briefstatement on the maintenance of intersegmental efforts to coordinate the
planning and development of programs for students with disabilities [ sect.
67312.(a)(3) and (b)), and

d) A workplan and outline of the 5-year comprehensive evaluations of state-funded
programs and service for disabled students [ sect. 67312. (a) (4) ).

2. The biennial reports areto include areview on a campus-by-campus basis of
the enrollment, retention, transition, and graduation rates. Due to the
complexity of developing appropriate and compatible information
assimilation and assessment mechanisms, this report component will be first
contained in the biennial report duein January, 1992 sect. 67312. (b) ).

3 The inijtial evaluation reports (due to the Postsecondary Commission and
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otkers for review and comment every five years) will be submitted in
January, 1993 and will contain the following information:

a) Areporton the development and implementation of a system for evaluatin%
state-funded programs and services for disabled students on each campus. These
2valuations (developed in consultation with students and staff) will provide data
on outcomnes measures (st to be developed), stafT and student perceptions of
>rogram eflectiveness, and data on the implementation of the program and
physical accessibility requirements of Section 794 of Title 29 of the Federal
Reiabilitation Actof 1973 [ sect. 67312.(a) (4} ].

Atour June 6 meeting, the AB 746 commuttee also reached the following agreements:
1. A subcommittee of the full AB 746 committee will meet here at the Commission on

July 17th to develop intersegmentally consistent guidelines and definitions to be
used in their evaluations of architectural barriers and accessability.

(]

Ancther subcommittee of the AB 746 committee will also meet here on July 17th to
develop comparable staff and student surveys, as called for in this legislation

3 The three segments will use intersegmentally consistent definitions of "enrollment”
in their reports Datain the category “retention” is currently not available in the
University and 1s still being developed in the community colleges Information on
“graduation” is also a problem for the University and community colleges at
present, but the community colleges may be able to provide more outcomes
info-mation than this. Both segments will keep the committee apprised of their
wor<n these two areas The final category "transfer” has a specific meaningin
each segment and more work will have to be done to determine if their respective
info-mation collection systems can produce reconcilable transfer information.

4 The segments will keep the commuttee apprised of their efforts to seek additional
state funding for disabled students services through the State budget process and
ensire the use of the funding formulas developed for this purpose.

All of the parties involved 1n this process have worked very diligently to implement the

requirements of this legislation, and I expect our efforts to pajy off in terms of

eventually improving the quality of public higher education for disabled students.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

o L Ui

Kevin G. Woolfork,
Chair, AB 746 Advisory Committee

ce: Members, AB 746 Advisory Committee
Kenaeth B O’Brien, Executive Director, CPEC
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others for review and comment every five years) will be submitted in
January, 1993 and will contain the following information:

a) A reporton the development and implementation of a system for evalual.inq_
state-funded programs and services for disabled students on each campus. These
evaluations (developed in consultation with students and staff) will provide data
on outcomes measures (still to be developed), stafT and student perceptions of
program effectiveness, and data on the implementation of the program and

hysical accessibility requirements of Sect:on 794 of Title 29 of the Federal
Eehabi]itation Actof 1973 [ sect. 67312.(a) (4) ).

Atour June 6 meeting, the AB 746 committee also reached the following agreements:

1.

2

A subcommittee of the full AB 746 committee will meet here at the Commission on
July 17th to develop intersegmentally consistent guidelines and definitions to be
used in their evaluations of architectural barriers and accessability.

Another subcommittee of the AB 746 committee will also meet hereon July 17th to
develop comparable stafl and student surveys, as called for in this legislation.

The three segments will use intersegmentally consistent definitions of "enrollment”
in their reports. Data in the category "retention” is currently not available in the
University and is still being deve cged in the community colleges. Information on
"graduation” is also 2 problem for the University and community colleges at
present, but the community colleges may be able to provide more outcomes
information than this. Both segments will keep the committee apprised of their
work in these two areas The final category "transfer” has a specilic meaningin
each segment and more work will have to be done to determine if their respective
information ¢ollection systems can produce reconcilable transfer information.

The segments will keep the committee apprised of their efTorts to seek additional
state funding for disabled students services throu%h the State budget process and
ensure the use of the funding formulas developed for this purpose.

All of the parties involved in this process have worked very diligently to implement the
requirements of this legislation, and I expect our efforts to pay off in terms of
eventually improving the quality of public higher education for disabled students.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

o L U

Kevin G. ’L‘-’oolfork,
Chair, AB 746 Advisory Committee

cc: Members, AB 746 Advisory Committee

Kenneth B. O'Brien, Executive Director, CPEC
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AB 746 Intersegmenta
Advisory Committee Meetinc

Notes on lJanuary 22, 1991, Meetinc

The mesting began at 9:55 a.m; those present were:
Bob Olson and Julie Saylor representing the De-
partment of Finance; Judy Klein and Dave Sanfili-
Ppo representing the California State University;
Steve Handel and Cathy Molini representing the
University of California; Catherine Campisi, Albert
Salgadc, and Marilyn Jorgensen representing the
Califorria Commumty Colleges; Curtis Richards
from ths California State Assembly; Keith Foster
representing the California Department of Reha-
bilitaticn; and Kevin Woolfork (Convener) repre-
senting the California Postsecondary Education

CommiIli:n.
1. Up on AB 746-related activities in the

segrients
Discussion

All thres segments report that their staff and stu-
dent sat_sfaction surveys are either complete or will
scon be *ompleted. UC has recently distrbuted the
forms to campuses; CCC has already used forms; and
CSU is ccmpleting forms to be used.

A brief liscussion was held to verify the date the
first stasf and student satisfaction report is due. It
was con’irmed by the members of the committes
that the first of these reports is due in January
1993. The UC and CSU plan to test their surveys
during tais Spring, while the CCC will use the sur-
vey that is currently being evaluated.

The CSU was asked for a status report on the discus-
sion thex had last year with the California Council
for the Blind (CCO8). The CSU submitted a report to
the Legislature as a result of legislation sponsored
by CCOB regarding services to students who are
blind. To date, the CSU has not been contacted by

CCOB for further information. Concerns raised by
the CCOB were discussed with members of the com-
mittes.

The Department of Rehabilitation (REHAB) notes
that they will be getting an increase in federal mon-
ies to move program management contracts in-
house. They also will be able to partially offset
their budget cuts because they have gotten more lo-
cal matching monies for some of their programs
than they had initially expected.

N

2. Prospective funding levels for disabled student
programa in the public segments in the proposed
1991.92 Governor's Budget

Discussion

All segments report disabled student population in-
creases for the upcoming fiscal year beyond what
will probably be funded 1n the 1991.92 budget. A
brief discussion was held at the beginning of the
meeting regarding the mandated reductions that all
segments are facing

The Department of Finance (FINANCE) precipitated
a long discussion on coets and funding methodology
by asking if the segments could produce current es-
timates of what individual disabled student services
(e.g., assesament, interpreters and readers, note
takers, ete.) cost for separate disability categories.
They posed this question as part of a larger issue of
concern: the level of unmet need for disabled stu-
dent services that might translate into BCPs for the
1992-93 budget year. FINANCE wanted background
budget detail on any propoeals that would: (1) ex-
tend the current service offerings to a greater num-
ber of eligible students; and/or (2) enrich/improve
the quality of presently existing services. Concern

AB 748 NOTES /i
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AB 746 Intersegmenta

Advisory Committee Meetinc

Notes on lJanuary 22, 1991, Meeting

The meeting began at 9:55 a.m; those present wers:
Bob Olson and Julie Saylor representing the De-
partment of Finance; Judy Klein and Dave Sanfili-
ppo representing the California State University;
Steve Handel and Cathy Molini representing the
University of California; Catherine Campisi, Albert
Salgado, and Marilyn Jorgensen representing the
California Community Colleges; Curtia Richards
from the California State Assembly; Keith Foster
representing the California Department of Reha-
bilitation; and Eevin Woolfork (Convener) repre-
santing the California Postsecondary Education
Commission.

1. Updaie on AB 746-related activities tn the
segmaents

Discussion

Al] three segments report that their staff and stu-
dent satisfaction surveys are either complets or will
. 8o0on be completed. UC has recently distnbuted the
forms to campuses; CCC has aiready used forms; and
CSU is completing forms to be used.

A brief discussion was held to verify the date the
first staff and student satisfaction repart is due. It
was confirmed by the members of the committee
that the first of these reports is due in January
1993. The UC and CSU plan to test their surveys
during this Spring, while the cCC will use the sur-
vey that is currently being evaluated.

The CSU was asked for a status report on the discus-
sion they had laat year with the Califormia Council
for the Blind (CCOB). The CSU submitted a report to
the Legislature as a result of legislation sponsorsd
by CCOB regarding services to students who are
blind.. To date, the CSU has nat been contacted by

CCoB for further information. Concerns raised by
the CCOB were discussed with members of the com-
mittees.

The Department of Rehabilitation (REHAB) notes
that they will be getting an increase in federal mon-
ies to move program management contracts in-
house. They also will be able to partially offset
their budget cuts because they have gotten more lo-
cal matching monies for some of their programs
than they had initially expected.

2. Prospective funding levels for disabled student
programa in the public segments in the proposed
1991.92 Governor's Budget

Diacussion

All segments report disabled student population in-
creases for the upcoming fiscal year beyond what
will probably be funded in the 1991.92 budget. A
brief discussion was held at the beginning of the
meeting regarding the mandated reductions that all
segments are facing,

The Department of Finance (FINANCE) precipitated
a long discussion on costs and funding methodology
by asking if the segments could produce current es-
timates of what individual disabled student services
(e.g., assessment, interpreters and readers, note
takers, otc.) cost for separate disability catagories.
They posed this question as part of a larger issue of
concern: the level of unmet need for disabled stu-
dent services that might translate into BCPs for the
1992-93 budget year. FINANCE wanted background
budget detail on any proposals that would: (1) ex-
tend the current service offerings to a greater num-
ber of eligible students; and/or (2) enrich/improve
the quality of presently existing servicas. €oncern
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was expressed that the request for actual coet data
would lead to the necessity that the segments basi-
cally "zero-base” their budgets for their disabled
students’ programs. CSU stated that they have had
to develop actual cost information for their DSS bud-
gets to justify requests for the current funding for-
mulas several times in the past. They noted that
after the campus and systemwide administrators
had gone through all of this work and provided evi-
dence that, based on student demand and necessary
levels of service, the programs should be funded at
a higher level by the State, no additional monies
were forthcoming.

The Learning Disabled program was cffered as an
example of the extensive time and work commit-
ment involved in developing the most accurate coet
data on a specific disability and its related services.
CPEC asked if the segments could isolate those costs
for just one service provided for a specific program,
such as reader services for Acquired Brain Injured
students. The CSU answered that it could be done
but, again, the concern was expressed that the re-
sults of this extra work may not justify the under-
taking, since the data were sure to show a need for
additional State funding for this program that was
probably not to be forthcoming, given the State’s
current fiscal shortfall. The segmental and campus-
level representatives reminded the committee that
the on-site programs are not staffed for analytic re-
search and whenever this type of work is required of
them, they must taks time away from actually pro-
viding services to disabled students, thus temporar-
ily inhibiting the students and creating a workload
backlog for themselves. They agreed that they can
and would develop analytically acceptable cost data
when seeking a specified increase either in the cost
allowance for a particular service, substantial
workload-driven funding enhancements, or funding
for a new service or disability.

3. Presentation and discussion of segmental staff
and student satisfaction surveys, including
discussion of imetables for distridution and
analysis of these surveys

Discussion

All three segments are surveying to get identical
types of data, though they are using different sur-
vey instruments for this initial run. The Commu-
nity College's (CCC) representatives said that their

L.

staff and student satisfaction surveys are completed
and are to be sent out to approximately 20 colleges
that will have program evaluations this year; a por-
tion of those colleges being evaluated will also be
visited. CCC has developed a set of instructions (at-
tached) to explain the survey. CSU is still in the pro-
cess of finalizing its surveys and distribution plans.
UC has sent out pilot surveys to stafl and students;
they posed some methodological and distribution
questions about the surveys which were discussed
and responded to. One question was whether “tem-
porarily” disabled students should be included in
the survey. CCC's responded that they have one
time-frame for disabled students (the student must
have been disabled for the last 45 days) so this prob-
lem did not affect them. CPEC and others comment-
ed that if a large enough portion of the student pop-
ulation being served on & campus was temporanly
disabled -- or if a significant amount of a campus’
DSP&S resources was being spent on this group - it
would be important to know these students percep-
tions of the servieces they were receiving. After
some discussion it was agreed for UC and CSU that
temporarily-disabled students should receive the
student satisfaction surveys, but that temporarily-
disabled students should not be broken out as a
group for any of the enrollment statistics {transfer,
retention, and graduation rates, etc.) collected for
the January 1992 report.

The committee discussed the Community College's
survey instructions (attached);, the committee
agreed to survey all students when the total pro-
gram has fewer than 200 participants and select &
random sample to survey when program has fewer
than 200 participants. FINANCE also suggested that
part-time faculty receive the staff satisfaction sur-
vey; the segments all agreed. All three segmenta
have agreed to cull results from this initial run to
develop a single, intersegmental staff and student
survey form for use next year. During its presenta-
tion of its satisfaction surveys, UC said that it has
set up its systems to follow "Fall 1990" students for
retention, graduation and other performance mea-
sures due for the report of January 1993 Though it
was felt that initially an earlier year had been de-
cided upon, CSU and CCC agreed that they can set up
their data-flagging systems to follow this cohort of
disabled students as well; it was also stated that by
Fall 1991, there will probably be no graduation data
available on the Fall 1990 group of students.



Attachad are the CCC and UC model (draft) surveys
along with the cAS Guidelines for evaluation of dis-
abled student services used in the construction of
the CC< survey instrument A concern was ex-
pressec as to the definition of "transfer” for the pur-
poses of the January 1992 report (data on enroll-
ment). Curtis Richards said that though he had
initially hoped the data collected could include
“transition” (defined to include students’ progres-
sion to jobs or other post-education activities) he un-
ders the term to mean simply the normal inter-
segmental matriculation of students. CPEC agreed

to get transmit back to the committee the “offi-
cial” Intersegmental Coordinating Council defini-
tion of this term for use in the 1992 report and fu-
ture reports.

4. A discussion of students unth "psychological
disabilities” in the community colleges, and the
appropriate definitions, clientele, services, and
relazed information (community colleges, please
be prepared to make a brief preseniation on this
subject), and;

Discussion

CCC representatives made an in-depth presentation
on the issue of the provision of services to students
with disebilities CCCs formed a task fores that in-
cluded REHAB and others to look into this issue.
From th= presentation, I derived the following key
points (1) Ths is a recognized disabled student
population that must be served under existing State
and fede-al law; {2) Services provided here are only
those necessary for the student to adapt to the aca-
demuc environment {for example, no psychotherapy
is provided) and to enhance their likelihood of suc-
cess ther2in; (3) Students must provide an external
verificat’on of the existence of the disability prior to
being assessed by the DSPaAS counselor; and, (4) As
pertains o behavior, these students must adhere to
the campus’ code of conduct, as must all students at-
tending the collegs. In sum, the body of knowledge
on this group is still being developed and there is
much mcre that must be learned about what ser-
vices are appropriately to be provided by the col-
leges (vis-a-vis REHAB, the local mental

health community, and others) to these students
CCCs reported that they have received Requests For
Proposals from six colleges and are reviewing them;
four sites wall be chosen for a service provision pilot
student that will take place this Spring semester.

SInformation on the development of sufficient data
bases in the segments to meet the requirements of the
January 1992 AB 748 report.

Discussion

CCCa report that the first stage of its new Manage-
ment Information System (MIS) provides it with suf-
ficient data to meet the present AB 746 reporting
requirements, They note the eventual funding of
the third (final) stage will provide them with full
data capability as relates to AB 746. CSU has good
data on this population and sees no problems with
collecting and compiling the information called for
in AB 746. UC is still developing its “corporate”
(systemwide) data base and also sees no difficulties
in providing the needed data.

Curtis Richards asked the segments if they had in-
formation on disabled students in doctoral pro-
grams or in other programs that would lead them to
the college professorate. The segments all respond-
ed that they could not identify specific groups of
their respective disabled students who wanted to --
and were actively pursuing - a career, such as col-
lege faculty. They agreed that doctoral candidates
would be the logical group to look at as a potential
pool of new faculty, but UC and CSU noted that many
candidates change their career directions late in the
process; they did not know what a study of this
group could yield in terms of usable data on increas-
ing the numbers of disabled persons seeking to be-
come college-level teachers, CCCs noted that many
of their faculty never enroll in doctoral programs
and that some, especially some of those teaching
only skilled trades, do have a master's or even a bac-
calaureate degree. Thus, it would be difficult to get
a handle on their colleges’ potential pool of facuity
by looking only at these programs. REHAB com-
mented that it is refining its data base on its clienta
who are disabled students pursuing different types
of employment and that this might be helpful. RE.
HAB agreed to check with me and [ promised to re-
port back to the committee on what data REHAB had
available,
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Attached are the CCC and UC model (draft) surveys
along with the CAS Guidelines for evaluation of dis-
abled student ssrvices used in the construction of
the CCC survey instrument. A concern was ex-
pressed as to the definition of "transfer” for the pur-
poses of the January 1992 report (data on enroil-
ment). Curtis Richards said that though he had
initially hoped the data collected could include
“transition” (defined to include students’ progres-
sion to jobe or other post-education activities) he un-
derstood the term to mean simply the normal inter-
segmental matriculation of students. CPEC agreed
to get and transmit back to the committes the “offi-
cial® Intersegmental Coordinating Council deflni-
tion of this term for use in the 1992 report and fu-
ture reports.

4. A discussion of students unik "peychological
disabuities” in the communuty coileges, and the
appropriate definitions, clientele, services, and
related information (communaty colleges, please
be prepared to make a brief presentation on this
subyject), and;

Discussion

CCC representatives made an in-depth presentation
on the issue of the provision of services to students
with disabilities. cCCs formed a task force that in-
cluded REHAB and others to look into this issue.
From the presentation, [ derived the following key
points: (1) This is a recognized disabled student
population that must be served under existing State
and federal law; (2) Services provided here are only
those necessary for the student to adapt to the aca-
demic environment, (for example, no psychotherapy
is provided) and to enhance their likelihood of sue-
cesa therein; (3) Students must provide an external
verification of the existence of the disability prior to
being assessed by the DSP&S counselor; and, (4) As
pertains to behavior, thess students must adhers to
. the campus’ code of conduct, as must all students at-
tending the college. In sum, the body of knowledge
on this group is still being developed and thers is
much more that must be learned about what ser-
vices are appropriately to be provided by the col-
leges (vis-a-vis REHAB, the local mental
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heaith community, and others) to these students.
CCCs reported that they have received Requests For
Proposals from six colleges and are reviewing them;
four sites will be chosen for a servics provision pilot
student that will take place this Spring semester.

§.Information on the development of sufficient data
bases in the segments to meet the requirements of the
January 1992 AB 748 report.

Discussion

CCCs report that the first stage of its new Manage-
ment [nformation System (MIS) provides it with suf-
ficient data to meet the present AB 748 reporting
requirements. They note the sventual funding of
the third (final) stage will provide them with full
data capability as relates to AB 746. CSU has good
data on this population and sees no problems with
collecting and compiling the information called for
in AB 746. UC is still developing its “corporate”
{systemwide) data base and also sees no difficulties
in providing the needed data.

Curtis Richards asked the segments if they had in-
formation on disabled students in doctoral pro-
grams or in other programs that would lead them to
the college professorate. The segments all respond-
ed that they could not identify specific groups of
their respective disabled students who wanted to -
and were actively pursuing - a career, such as col-
lege faculty. They agreed that doctoral candidates
would be the legical group to look at as a potent:al
pool of new faculty, but UC and CSU noted that many
candidates change their career directions late in the
process; they did not know what a study of this
group could yield in terms of usable data on increas-
ing the numbers of disabled persons seeking to be-
coms college-level teachers. CCCs noted that many
of their faculty never enrall in doctoral programs
and that some, especially some of those teaching
only skilled trades, do have a master’s or even a bae-
calaureate degree. Thus, it would be difficult to get
a handle on their colleges’ potential pool of facuity
by looking only at thess programs. REHAB com-
mented that it is refining its data base on its clients
who are disabled students pursuing different types
of employment and that this might be helpful. Rre.
HAB agreed to check with me and I promised to re-
port back to the committee on what data REHAR had
available.
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6. OtherIssues: Impact of “Amencans unth
Disabilities Act”, other,

Discuasion

Segments did not know of any specific impact of this
legislation, though they said it may impact a cam-
pus DSP&S program if it is not providing a proper
lovel of service. REHAB noted that there ars other
federal legislative initiatives that may impact Cali-
fornia's programs but that, generally, the State is
50 far ahead of most other states that, little impact
on our programs is seen at present, CCCs agreed fo
provide CPEC with a copy of a report on the Act, Col-
leges and Universities: A White Paper on the Ameri-
cans with Dusabilities Act by Proskaur Rose Goetz
& Mendelsohn, New York.

50

CPEC asked the segments about the impact of the
defeat last November of Prop 143 (higher education
bond) on campus building programs as it relates to
accessibility issues. They all responded that their
physical accessibility programs are on schedule and
they saw no immediate impact at present.

7. Next meeting time, date, location.

Discussion

It was agreed that the next meeting of the AB 746
Committes would be held some time in the Fall of
1991 to discuss the information collected by the
staff and student satisfaction surveys and to assess
the data on transfer, graduation, retention, etc. due
for the January 1992 report.

The meeting adjourned at 1:10 p.m.



Apperdix g

ATTACHMENT 3

51



Appendix B

University of California
Disabled Student Services and Programs

:TO STUDENTS WITH DISABRITIES! /1981582, 7 s,

Please rate the following on—-campus services for students with disabilities.
Your answers will be held In the strictest confidence and will help us to improve our

- s8rvices for students with disabifities. Thank you for your cooperation.

I. General Assistance

For the questions below, please indicate your level of satisfaction with the type of assistance you receved
from disabled student service staff as well as the campus as large.

How salisfied or digsatisfled are you with...

The extent to which the services

you received were provided in Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

a timely manner. Satisfied Satsfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
The availability of the staff to Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

assist you. Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatishied
The responsivenass of the staft Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

in meeting your needs. Satisfied Satisfied Dissatishied Dissatisfied
The extent to which instructors

have been cooperative in

helping you work out classroom Very Somewhat Somewhat Very

accommodations, Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Disssatished

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable
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The responsiveness of the campus
in removing architectural
barriers once identified.

The degres to which campus
departments are effective in
assisting studants with
disabilities.

The knowledge of the staff
regarding disability-related
issues.

Comments:

Very
Satisfied

Very
Satished

Very
Sausfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfiod

Somewhat
Saushaed

Somewhat
Dissatistied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissausfied

Dissatished

Very
Dissatsfied

Very
Dissatisfied

Not
Applicable

Not
Applicable

Not
Apphicable
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The responsiveness of the campus
in removing architectural
barriers once identified.

The degree to which campus
departments are effactive in
assisting students with
disabilities.

The knowledge of the staff
regarding disability-related
issues.

Comments:

Very
Satistied

Very
Satsfied

Very
Satistled

Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat
Sallsfied

Somewhat
Sausfied

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Dissatished

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Dissaushiad

Veary
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

Not
Applicable

Not
Apphcable

Not
Applicable
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II, Specific Services

Pleasa rate the availability and effectiveness of each service that you have used.
* Avallability” refers to the extent to which you could obtaln a specific service.
“Effectivenass” refers to the degree to which the service was usetul 10 you.

Readers:

Notetakers:
Interpreters:
Test-Taking Assistance:
Tutorial Assistance:

Transcription Services:

On—campus Transportation:

_ COMMENTS

* If you rate any service as "poor” (1), please describe your expensnce in the comments section.
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[ryPe OF sERvICER ] ko AVAILABILITY:, | [EFFECTIVENESS] |17 . < . . i COMMENTS 2. ..

Oft-campus Transportation:

Access to Adaptive
Equipment & Materials:

Equipment Repair:

Registration Assistance:

Intormation on other Uampus
& Community Services:

Lisability-related
Counseling & Advising:

Special Unentation 1o
Campus and Programs:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Special Parking Coordination:

* if you rate any service as “poor” (1), please describe your experlence in the comments section.



[TYPE OR SERVICE R inity] [EAVALARILITY] [EFFEGTIVENESS |2« .- 1. .- 3. COMMENTS -

Off-campus Transportation:

Access to Adaptive
Equipment & Materials:

Equipment Repair:

Registration Assistance:

Inlormation on other Campus
& Comrunity Services:

Lisability-related
Counseling & Advising:

Special Unentation to
Campus and Programs:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Special Parking Coordination:

Pt
pey

“ It you rate any service as "poor” (1), please describe your experience in the comments section.
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I, About Yourself

We would appreciate your responses to the following questions about yourself.

What is your age? _ _<s..m. is your gender?

What is/are your disability/ies?

____Vision e Mobiity —_—_ Specific Learning Disability
—_Heanng Manual Dexterity ——_ Speech/Other Communication
. Disability
Isiwas your disability: — Permanent Temporary
What is your class level?
——__ Freshman Junior Graduate/Professional
Sophomore — Senior
What is your athnicity?
Native American Indian — Asian/Pacific Islander
____ Blac/African American —_ Chicano/Latino
How long have you baeen enrolled at this campus?
—_____Lessthan a Year —__Two Years Four Years
One Year ____ Three Years . Five Years

Thanks for your Cooperationl

Acquired Brain Injury

- Other Functuonal
impairment

Whe/Caucasian

Other (Please specify)

More than Five Years
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University of California
Disabled Student Services and Programs

|[FAGULTYISTARRE ARUATION OF GAMPUS SERVICES FOR STUDENTS WITH DISARILITIES: :100102..... |

State guidelines require us to solicit your evaluation of how well students wiath disabiliies are being served
by our campus. We would appreciate your taking the time to complete this evaluaton. The resuits
will be used to identity where improvements might be made i our efforts to serve students with disabilities.

I, About Yqurself

lam: Faculty ____ Staff

How often have you had ocassion to contact the Disabled Students Program on your campus (circle one)?

Never 1-5 times 6-10 times More than 10 times

How would you rate your knowledge of campus services for students with disabities {circle one)?

Excellent Good Fair Poor

How would you rate your need for additional information regarding campus services for students with
disabilities (circle one)?

Vary High Moderately High Moderately Low Very Low

How would you rate your need for information regarding disabilities and disability-related issues (circle one)?

Very High Moderately High Modarately Low Very Low
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II. Evaluation of Campus Services

4, o et
T « ™
Don't . 1 [Poot R uuwmu“ﬁ:&w, Good | | [Excellent
M oy A - R POt Nyt P v e
- " o ; ", - . - -
o e gy ey B L R .o
AP k;
e C..v i o e, gt iy ] = ..

Availability of information about campus programs
and services for students with disabilities.

Availability ot disabled student services (e.g.,
test proctoring, readers, notetakers, etc.) to
assist you in your instruction of disabled students

Adequacy of disabled student service staff in
mesting your requests for accommodation of
students with disabilities.

The extent to which the campus disabled student
service program is an intagral and permanent part
of the total college operation.

The responsiveness of the campus administration
in providing a barrier-free campus in a
timely manner.

Comments
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II. Evaluation of Campus Services

Availability of information about campus programs
and sorvices for students with disabilities.

Avallability of disabled student services (e.g.,
test proctoring, readers, notetakers, elc.) to
assist you in your instruction of disabled students

Adequacy of disabled student service staff in
meeting your requests for accommodation of
students with disabilities.

The extent to which the campus disabled studemt
service program is an integral and permanent part
of the total college operation.

The responsiveness of the campus administration
in providing a bafrier-free campus in a
timely manner.

Comments

I
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H

s

N Ean

S

s
i
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Table 1
Number of New Students with Disabiites by Campus and Type of Disability. 1990-91°
University of California
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* Data include only those students who are new to the University in 1990-91 (1.e , tirst-time freshmen, transfer,
and graduate/protessional school students) and who identified themselves as permanently disabled
by requesting services at campus disabled student service program offices
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Table 1

Number of New Students with Disabilities by Campus and Type of Disabibty: 1980-91*

University of California
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* Data Include only those students who are new to the University in 1990-91 (1 e., first-ume freshmen, transfer,

and graduate/professional school students) and who identified themselves as permanently disabled

by requesting services at campus disablad student service program offices.

SJH (2/14192)
[DSS90-91)
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Table 1 (continued)
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The California State University
Report to the Legislature on Assembly Bill 746:
Services to Students with Disabilities

January 1992

Background

Assembly Bill 746 (Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987), was passed by the Legislature and
signed by the Governor in September 1987. The intent of the legislation was to
recognize through statute services to students with disabilities who are enrolled in
California public postsecondary institutions. The legislation requires the postsecondary
education segments to submit biennial reports regarding enrollment, retention,
transition, and graduation rates of disabled students.

Pursuant to the enactment of Assembly Bill 746 (AB 746), an intersegmental committee
was formed to coordinate the preparation and submission of these reports. The
committee consisted of staff from the California State University (CSU) , the California
Community Colleges, the University of California and the California Postsecondary
Education Commission. The committee periodically met to ensure comparable
information will be provided in the reports mandated by AB 746 and discuss other
issues relative to students with disabilities. It is the desire and expectation of the
California State University that the committee continue to meet to address the needs of
these students.

AB 746 requires the education segments to conduct biennially a survey of student and
staff perceptions of the effectiveness of disabled student services programs. Each
segment has developed a survey instrument appropriate for that institution while
ensuring the results could be compared across segments. The CSU has developed 1ts
survey instrument and intends to submit a report summarizing the results of the
survey in January 1993.

The following information provides a review by campus on the enrollment, transition,
and graduation rates of disabled students. The numbers of "disabled students" or
"students with disabilities” cited in this report refer only to those students with verified
disabilities who requested and received service through Disabled Student Services
programs. It is important to note that not all disabled students seek or requre
specialized services.

Each of the twenty CSU campuses provides specialized services to disabled students
through a Disabled Student Services program. The services provided are those
recommended in AB 746 and contained within the CSU systemwide policy entitled
“Policy for the Provision of Services to Students with Disabilities”

Appendix B
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The Progress of Disabled Students

The CSU regularly conducts studies of the continuation of first-time freshman classes.
The most recent of these publications, entitled "Those Who Stay; 1983 First-Time
Freshmen” (Analytic Studies Division, CSU Office of the Chancellor, October 1990),
provides a detailed presentation of the enrollment, continuation, and graduation of
new first-time freshmen enrolling in the California State University in fall 1983. Since
the CSU has collected information about disabled students every fall term since 1980, it
is possible to compare the progress of first-time freshmen served by disabled student
services programs in fail 1983 to the progress of all first-time freshmen entering in the
same term. It is important that studies compare students at similar or identical levels
of academic progress (such as first-time freshmen) since research has shown that
students at different levels continue at different rates.

For the "1983 First-Time Freshmen" report, the 1983 first-time freshmen were followed
for five years to determine how many have graduated or are still continuing. The
graduation rate cited in the report is the proportion of the 1983 first-time freshmen who
graduated after a specific number of years. An intermediate measure of student success
is also available called the "continuation rate"; that is, the proportion of first-time
freshmen who are still enrolled after a specified number of years. "Persistence" is the
term used by the CSU to describe the sum of graduation and continuation. Analytic
Studies research has demonstrated that the five-year persistence rate provides an
excellent forecast of eventual graduation.
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Enrollment

Two tables are provided to describe enrollment. Table 1 shows, by campus, the number
of disabled students served and the total number of students enrolled in fall 1983
compared with fall 1990. As the table shows, there was a dramatic growth in the
number of disabled students served in fall 1990 as compared to 1983.

Table 1
Comparison of Enrollment of Students Served by
Disabled Student Services Programs
And Total CSU Enrollment
Fall 1983 and 1990

Fall 1983 Fall 1990
Disabled Total Percent Disabled Total Percent
Students csu of Students csSu of
Campus Served Enroliment Total Served Enroliment Total
Bakersfield 36 3,383 0.9 229 5,443 4.2
Chico 181 14,129 1.3 399 16,641 2.4
Dominguez Hills 176 8,268 241 225 9,450 2.4
Fresno 185 16,283 11 o2 19,982 1.5
Fullerton 302 22,997 1.3 446 25,602 1.7
Hayward 222 11,978 1.9 284 13,000 2.2
Humboidt 65 6,430 1.0 259 7,654 3.4
Long Beach 395 31,492 13 617 33,991 18
Los Angeles 245 20,539 1.2 332 21,588 15
Northridge 441 27,794 16 689 31,167 22
Pomona 156 16,701 26 207 19,472 11
Sacramento 323 21,636 15 656 26,339 25
San Bernardino 114 5,450 21 258 11,827 22
San Diego a8z 32,494 12 827 35,489 23
San Francisco 288 23,966 12 512 29,340 17
San Jose 248 25,081 10 638 30,338 21
San Luis Obispo 224 15,624 14 784 17,756 44
San Marcos — — e 11 448 25
Sonoma 113 5,380 2.1 270 7,627 35
Stanistaus 30 4,264 0.7 50 5,811 0g
All Campuses 4,126 313,900 13 7,995 369,053 22
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Enrollment

Two tables are provided to describe enrollment. Table 1 shows, by campus, the number
of disabled students served and the total number of students enrolled in fall 1983
compared with fall 1990. As the table shows, there was a dramatic growth in the
number of disabled students served in fall 1990 as compareri to 1983.

Table 1
Comparison of Enrollment of Students Served by
Disabled Student Services Programs
And Total CSU Enrollment
Fall 1983 and 1990

Fall 1983 Fail 1990 -
Disabled Total Parcent Disabled Total Percent
Students csu ol Students Csu of
Campus Served Enroliment Total Served Enroilment Total
Bakersfield 36 3,383 09 229 5,443 42
Chico 181 14,129 1.3 399 18,641 2.4
Dominguez Hills 176 8,269 2.1 225 9,450 2.4
Fresno 185 16,293 1.1 302 19,962 1.5
Fullerton 302 22,997 1.3 448 25,602 1.7
Hayward 222 11,978 1.9 284 13,000 2.2
Humboldt 65 6,430 1.0 259 7,654 34
Long Beach 395 31,492 13 617 33,991 18
Los Angeles 245 20,539 12 332 21,596 15
Northndge 441 27,794 1.6 688 31,167 22
Fomona 156 16,701 2.8 207 19,472 11
Sacramento 323 21,636 15 656 26,338 25
San Bernardino 114 5,450 2.1 258 11,927 22
San Diego 382 32,494 1.2 827 35,489 23
San Francisco 288 23,966 1.2 512 29,340 17
San Jose 248 25,081 10 638 30,338 21
San Luis Obispo 224 15,624 14 784 17,756 44
San Marcos —_ —_ —_ 11 448 25
Sonoma 113 5.380 2.1 270 7,627 35
Stamslaus J0 4,264 0.7 50 5.811 089
All Campuses 4,126 313,800 13 7,935 369,053 22
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Table 2 displays the five-year continuation rates, graduation rates, and persistence rates
for the fall 1983 first-time freshmen served by disabled student services programs by
campus. After five years, slightly less than half of these students were "persisters"”, that
is, were still continuing as undergraduates or had earned a baccalaureate. Forty-four
(21.6% of the entering group) of the 204 earned baccalaureate degrees as of fall 1988.

Table 2
Five-year Continuation Rates, Graduation Rates, and
Persistence Rates of Fall 1983
First-Time Freshmen Served by
Disabled Student Services Programs by Campus

Enrolled Continuing Graduated Persistence

Fall in Fall 1988 by Fall 1988 Rate
Campus 1983 Number Percent Number Percent Percent
Bakersfield 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 00
Chico 10 3 30.0 0 0.0 30.0
Dominguez Hills 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 00
Fresno 5 0 0.0 2 40.0 40 0
Fullerton t2 5 41.7 3 25.0 667
Hayward 13 4 30.8 3 23.1 538
Humboldt 6 3 50.0 1 16.7 66.7
Long Beach 27 9 333 6 22.2 558
Los Angeles 2 0 co 0 0o 00
Northndge 47 19 40.4 3 64 46 8
Pomona 7 1 143 5 714 857
Sacramento 10 X 30.0 3 300 600
San Bernardino 4 1 25.0 0 0.0 250
San Diego 18 1 56 ] 333 389
San Francisco 8 1 125 3 375 500
San Jose 1 0 0.0 0 00 00
San Luis Obispo 29 5 17 2 8 276 44 8
Sonoma 2 0 0.0 1 500 500
Stamislaus 1 0 6.0 0 go 00
Systamwide 204 55 27.0 44 21.6 48 §
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Table 3 displays data for all first-time freshmen entering in fall 1983. After five years, slightly
more than half of all fall 1983 first-time freshmen were "persisters”. The differences between
the overall persistence patterns of fall 1983 first-time freshmen and fall 1983 disabled first-time
freshmen is statistically insignificant.

Table 3.
Five-Year Continuation Rates, Graduation Rates, and
Persistence Rates of CSU Fall 1983 First-Time Freshmen by Campus

Enrolled Continuing Graduated Persistence
Fall in Fall 1988 by Fall 1988 Rate

Campus 1983 Number Percent Number Percent Percent
Bakersfield 206 49 23.8 34 16.5 40.3
Chico 1,285 280 20.2 538 41.9 62 1
Dominguez Hills 366 96 26.2 51 13.9 40 2
Fresno 1,487 399 26.8 492 33.1 59.9
Fullerton 2,030 532 26.2 533 26.3 52.5
Hayward 748 174 23.3 184 24.6 47.9
Humboldt 519 129 24.9 132 25.4 50.3
Long Beach 2,554 765 30.0 539 211 511
Los Angeles 1,147 348 30.3 142 12.4 42 7
Northnidge 2,861 871 30.4 457 16.0 46 4
Pomona 1,689 485 285 448 26 3 548
Sacramento 1,392 389 27.9 395 28.4 563
San Bernardino 344 64 i8.6 76 221 40.7
San Diego 3,182 727 230 710 22,5 45.4
San Francisco 1,529 428 28.0 366 23.9 519
San Jose 1,836 586 31.9 422 23.0 549
San Luis Obispo 1,699 444 26.1 534 314 576
Sonoma 308 53 17.2 83 26 9 44.2
Stanislaus 271 40 14.8 85 313 46 1
Systemwide 25,443 6,839 26.9 6,219 24.4 514
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Table 3 displays data for all first-time freshmen entering in fall 1983. After five years, slightly
more than half of all fall 1983 first-time freshmen were "persisters”. The differences between
the overall persistence patterns of fall 1983 first-time freshmen and fall 1983 disabled first-ime
freshmen is statistically insignificant.

Five-Year Continuation Rates, Graduation Rates, and

Table 3..

Persistence Rates of CSU Fall 1983 First-Time Freshmen by Campus

Campus

Bakersfield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humboldt

Long Beach
Los Angeles
Northndge
Pomona
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis QObispo
Sonoma
Stanisiaus

Systemwide

Enrolled
Fall
1983

208
1,285
366
1,487
2,030
748
519
2,554
1,147
2,861
1,699
1,392
344
3,182
1,529
1,838
1,699
aos
271

25,443

Continuing
in Fall 1988
Number Percent

49 23.8
260 20.2
96 26.2
399 26.8
532 26.2
174 23.3
129 24.9
765 30.0
348 30.3
a71 30.4
485 28.5
389 27.9
64 18.6
727 23.0
428 28.0
586 319
444 26.1
53 17.2
40 14.8
6,839 26.9

Graduated
by Fall 1988
Number Percent

34 18.5
538 41.9
51 13.8
492 33.1
533 26.3
184 24.6
132 25.4
539 211
142 12.4
457 16 0
446 263
395 28 4
76 221
710 22.5
366 239
422 2390
534 31.4
83 26 9
85 313
6,218 24.4

Persistence
Rate
Percent

403
62.1
402
59.9
52.5
47.9
50.3
51.1
42.7
46 4
54 8
56 3
40.7
45 4
519
54 9
57 6
44 2
46 1

514
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In Table 4, we show the expected number of disabled students who would have been
continuing students if disabled students evidenced the same continuation rate as the
overall first-time freshman class. Tables 5 and 6 show similar information regarding
graduation and persistence patterns.

Table 4,
Comparison of Expected and Actual Numbers of
Disabled Students Continuing as of Fall 1988

Campus Expected Actual
Enrolled Continuation Disabled Disabled
Fall Rate Continuation Continuation  Difference

Campus 1983 Percent Number Number Number
Bakersfield 1 238 0 0 0
Chico 10 20.2 2 3

Dominguez Hills 1 26.2 0 0 0
Fresno 5 26.8 1 0 -1
Fullerton 12 26.2 3 5 2
Hayward 13 23.3 3 4

Humboldt 6 24 9 1 3 2
Long Beach 27 30.0 8 9

Los Angeles 2 30.3 1 0 -1
Northndge 47 30.4 14 19 5
Pomona 7 285 2 1 -1
Sacramento 10 279 3 3

San Bernardino 4 18 6 1 1

San Diego 18 23 0 4 1 -3
San Francisco 8 2840 2 1 -1
San Jose 1 319 0 0 0
San Luis Cbispo 29 26 1 8 5 -3
Sonoma 2 17 2 0 0

Stanislaus 1 14 8 0 0

Systemwide 204 26 9 55 55 0

x2= 13 92 with 18 degrees of freedom, not statistically significant

72

.



Table 5.
Comparison of Expected and Actual Numbers of
Disabled Students Graduating
as of Fall 1988

Campus Expected Actual
Enrolled Graduation Disabled Digsabled
Fall Rate Graduates Graduates Difference

Campus 1983 Percent Number Number Number
Bakersfield 1 16 5 0 0 0
Chico 10 41.9 4 0

Dominguez Hills 1 13.9 1 0 -1
Fresno 5 331 2 2

Fullerton 12 26 3 3 3

Hayward 13 246 3 3

Humboldt 6 25.4 2 1 -1
Long Beach 27 21.1 6 6 0
Los Angeles 2 124 2 0 -2
Northridge 47 16 0 8 3 -5
Pomona 7 263 2 5

Sacramento 10 28.4 3 3

San Bernardino 4 221 1 0 -1
San Diego 18 225 4 6 2
San Francisco 8 23 9 2 3

San Jose 1 23 0 0 0 0
San Luis Obispo 29 314 9 8 -1
Sonoma 2 26 9 1 1

Stamislaus 1 313 0 0

Systemwide 204 24 4 50 44 -6

x2= 17 74 with 16 degrees of freedom, not statistically significant
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Table 5.
Comparison of Expected and Actual Numbers of
Disabled Students Graduating
as of Fall 1988

Campus Expected Actual
Enrolied Graduation Disabled Disabled
Fall Rate Graduates Graduates Difference

Campus 1983 Percent Number Number Number
Bakersfield 1 16 5 0 0 0
Chico 10 419 4 0

Dominguez Hills 1 13.9 1 0 -1
Fresno 5 33.1 2 2

Fullerton 12 26.3 3 3

Hayward 13 24 8 3 3

Humboldt 6 25.4 2 1 -1
Long Beach 27 211 6 6 0
Los Angeles 2 12.4 2 0 -2
Northnidge 47 16.0 8 3 -5
Pomona 7 26.3 2 5

Sacramento 10 284 3 3

San Bernardino 4 22.1 1 0 -1
San Diego 18 225 4 6 2
San Francisco 8 23.9 2 3 1
San Jose 1 23.0 0 0 0
San Luis Chispo 29 31 4 9 8 -1
Sonoma 2 26.9 1 1 c
Stanislaus 1 313 0 0 !
Systemwide 204 24 4 50 44 -8

x2= 17 74 with 18 degrees of freedom, not statistically signiicant

73



Campus

Bakersfield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humbeoldt

Long Beach
Los Angelaes
Northridge
Pomona
Sacramento
San Bamardmno
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo
Sonoma
Stamislaus

Systemwide

Comparison of Expected and Actual Numbers of
First-Time Freshmen in DSS Programs Persisting

Enralled
Fall
1983

10

12

13

27

47

10

18

29

204

Table 6.

as of Fall 1988

Campus
Persistence
Rate
Percent

40.3
62.1
40.2
59.9
52.5
47.9
503
51.1
42.7
46.4
54.8
56.3
40 7
45.4
51.9
549
5786
44.2
48.1

51.4

¥2= 9.05 with 18 degrees of freedom, p<.95
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Summary

In summary, tae systemwide data for first-time freshmen receiving services through the
Disabled Student Services programs indicate that disabled students are proceeding at about the
same rate as the population of all first-time freshmen entering at the same time.

Furthermore, the campus-specific data indicate that little difference exists between predictions
of performance based on overall campus continuation, graduation, and persistence rates and
the actual performance of disabled students. Thus, it appears that disabled students are
continuing ana graduating at rates expected given the campus-specific rates for all first-time
freshmen. The actual number of disabled students who continued matriculation compared
with the expecied is the same at the systemwide level and at many CSU campuses.

Transition of California Community College Students to the CSU

Transition data monitor those CSU students who transferred from a California
community college. Table 7 displays figures for entering students which show that
community college transfers made up nearly sixty percent (60%) of the new
undergraduates who were served by Disabled Student Services programs in fall 1989
and fall 1990. In contrast, community college transfers were only about forty percent
(40%) of all new undergraduates entering the CSU in those terms.

Table 7
Community College Transfers and
New Undergraduates Served by
Disabled Student Services Programs
Fall 1989 and 1990

DSS Community  Percent CSU Community  Percent
New College of New New College of New
Year Undergrads Transfers Undergrads Undergrads Transfers Undergrads

1989 869 519 59.7 68,304 28,331 41.5
1990 988 577 58.4 67,230 29,370 43.7
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In summary, the systemwide data for first-time freshmen receiving services through the
Disabled Student Services programs indicate that disabled students are proceeding at about the
same rate as the population of all first-time freshmen entering at the same time.

Furthermore, the campus-specific data indicate that little difference exists between predictions
of performance based on overall campus continuation, graduation, and persistence rates and
the actual performance of disabled students. Thus, it appears that disabled students are
continuing and graduating at rates expected given the campus-specific rates for all first-time
freshmen. The actual number of disabled students who continued matriculation compared
with the expected is the same at the systemwide level and at many CSU campuses.

Transition of California Community College Students to the CSU

Transition data monitor those CSU students who transferred from a California
community college. Table 7 displays figures for entering students which show that
community college transfers made up nearly sixty percent (60%) of the new
undergraduates who were served by Disabled Student Services programs in fall 1989
and fall 1990. In contrast, community college transfers were only about forty percent
(40%) of all new undergraduates entering the CSU in those terms.

Table 7
Community College Transfers and
New Undergraduates Served by
Disabled Student Services Programs
Fall 1989 and 1990

DSS Community  Percent CSuU Community Percent
New College of New New Coliege of New

Year Undergrads Transfers Undergrads Undergrads Transfers Undergrads

1989 869 519 597 68,304 28,331 41.5
1990 9838 577 58.4 67,230 29,370 43.7
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Persistence Patterns of Community College Transfers

The persistence patterns of California Community College disabled students entering the C5U
in fall 1983 and receiving specialized services appears to be similar to that of the general
communuty college transfer population. Table 8 presents continuation, graduation and
persistence information about the fall 1983 disabled community college transfers. For
comparison, the table also provides continuation, graduation and persistence information
about the fall 1985 class of community college transfers.

Table 8
Comparison of Five-Year Continuation, Graduation, and Persistence Rates
Fall 1983 Community College Transfers Served by Disabled Student Services Programs
and All Fall 1985 Community College Transfers

Disabled
Services AllCSU
Fall 1983 First-Time Freshmen 356 29,682
Percent of Total Enrolled after five years.
Undergraduate
Freshman 0.0 0.1
Sophomore 0.0 0.1
Junior 0.8 1.0
Senior 6.7 8.0
Total 76 g2
Postbaccalaureate/Graduate 59 438
Total Enrolled 1356 13.9
Percent of Total Earming Degree.
Bachelor's Only 48.9 50.6
Bachelor's and
Master's 2.0 07
Persistence Rate 56.5 59 8

By -Campus Persistence of Community College Transfers Served by Disabled Student Services

Table 9 presents the five-year continuation, graduation and persistence rates of fall 1983
community college transfers who were served by disabled student programs. Table 10
presents an analysis of whether fall 1983 community college students who were served by
disabled student programs were graduated at a statistically different rate than community
college students overall. In terms of similarity to the population of all community college
transfers entering the CSU, community college transfers in Disabled Student Services
programs appear to perform at about the rate that would be expected generally of
community college transfers.



Campus

Bakersfield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humboldt

Long Beach
Los Angeles
Northridge
Pomona
Sacramento
San Bemardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo
Sonoma
Stanislaus

Systemwide

11

Five-year Continuation Rates, Graduation Rates, and

Table 9

Persistence Rates Of CSU Fall 1983 Disabled
Community College Transfers by CSU Campus

Enrolled
rall
1983

20
18
20
23
25

42
12
21

34
19
36
25
22
11
11

356

Continuing
in Fall 1988

Number

= =a O 0O = N = N2 WO N = 2 a0 O

]
=~

Percent

00
00
6.3
5.0
4.3
20.0
0.0
7.1
8.3
9.5
12.5
5.9
53
0.0
20.0
9.1
00
91
200
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Graduated
by Fall 1988
Number Percent

1 500
14 70.0
7 43 8
10 500
15 85.2
14 56 0
4 100.0
15 35.7
3 250
6 28 6
6 750
13 38.2
8 42 1
16 44 4
8 320
13 59 1
4 36 4
6 54 5
3 60 0
166 46 ¢

Persistence
Rate
Percent

500
700
50 0
550
69 6
760
100 0
42 9
333
38 1
875
44 1
47 4
44 4
52 0
68.2
36 4
83 6
80 0

54 5
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Bakersfield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humbokit

Long Beach
Los Angeles
Northndge
Pamona
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo
Sonoma
Stanislaus

Systemwide

11

Five-year Continuation Rates, Graduation Rates, and

Table 9

Persistence Rates Of CSU Fall 1983 Disabled
Community College Transfers by CSU Campus

Enrolled
Fal
1983

20
16
20
23
25

42
12
21

34
19
36
25
22
11
11

356

Continuing
in Fall 1988

Number

= O M O O <+ N =2 B <4 0 O O = =2 a0

—

N
-4

Percent

0.0
0.0
6.3
5.0
4.3
20.0
0.0
7.1
8.3
9.5
12.5
5.9
S3
00
200
91
oo
9.1
20.0

76

Graduated
by Fall 1988
Number  Percent

1 50.0
14 700
7 43.8
10 §0.0
15 65.2
14 56.0
4 100.0
15 35.7
3 25.0
6 28.6
6 75.0
13 38.2
8 421
16 44 4
8 32.0
13 59 1
4 364
8 54.5
3 60.0
166 46 9

Persistence
Rate
Percent

500
70.0
50.0
55.0
69 6
76.0
100 0
429
333
38.1
87.5
44 1
47 4
44 4
52.0
68 2
36.4
63 6
800

545
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Table 10
Comparison of Expected and Actual Numbers of
Fall 1983 California Community College Transfer Disabled Students
Graduating
as of Fall 1990

Campus Expected Actual
Enrolled Degree Disabled Disabled
Fall Rate Degrees Degrees Ditference
Campus 1985 Percent Number Number Number
Bakersfiekd 2 48.4 1 1
Chico 20 61.0 12 14
Dominguez Hitls 16 313 5 7
Frasno 20 581 12 10 -2
Fullerton 23 £3.3 12 15 3
Hayward 25 50.9 13 14
Humboidt 4 §3.5 2 4 2
Long Beach 42 491 21 15 -6
Los Angeles 12 31.0 4 3 -1
Northndge 21 41.8 9 6 -3
Pomona 8 43.5 3 6 3
Sacramento 34 56.7 19 13 -6
San Bernardino 19 47.5 9 8 -1
San Diego 36 53.3 19 16 -3
San Francisco 25 51.4 13 8 -5
San Jose 22 52.0 11 13 -2
San Luis Obispo 11 56.4 6 4 -2
Sonoma 11 £2.3 6
Stanislaus 5 505 3
Systemwide 356 50.6 180 166 -14

x2= 18 19 with 18 degrees of freedom; not statistically significant

Conclusion

The comparative analyses of fall 1983 first-time freshmen and comumunity college transfers
who made use of Disabled Student Services programs and similar student populations
indicate that, for the most part, students in such programs proceed academically at about
the same pace as students who do not require such assistance.

[
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Chancellor ‘s Office
California Community College
Report to the Legislature on Assembly Bill 746
Disabled Students Programs & Services
April 1992

Background

The Legislature passed and the Governor signed Aasembly Bill
746 (Chapter 826, Statues of 1987) in September 1987. The
LLegislature intended to recognize, through statue, services
to students with disabilities who are enrolled in California-
public postsecondary institutions. The legislation requires
the postsecondary education segments to submit biennial
reporte regarding enrollment, retention, transition, and
graduation rates for disabled students.

An intersegmental committee was formed to coordinate the
preparaticn and submission of reports according tc Assembly
Bill 7456 (AB 746). The committee consisted of staff from
the California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office,
California State University, the University of California
and the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

AB 746 requires education segments to conduct biennially a
survey of student and staff perceptions of the effectiveness
of services to student with disabilities. The California
Community College Chancellor's Office coordinates the survey
with the accreditation cycle of the college. The survey
takes place in the year of the self study for accreditation.
Approximately 20 college are surveyed annually.

In response to AB 746, the California Community College
Chancellor's Office presents the fellowing information: 1)
Digabled Student Programs and Services (DSP&S) Annual Report
for 1990-91, 2) Student and Faculty Survey OCutcomes, 3)
1990-91 DSP&S Student Count by College, and 4) 1990-91 DSP&S
Count by Disability Group and Cocllege
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Student Services and Special Programs

Disabled Students Programs and Services
Annual Report 1990-91

Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S) Unit
Student Services and Special Programs Division

Chancellor’s Office

California Community Colleges
1107 Ninth Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 445-0103
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Disasiep STupents ProGrams anp Services
Annual Report 1990-91

Introduction

Prior to 1976, fewer than 5,000 students with disabilities attended the California
Community Colleges. In 1976, the California Legislature established a comprehen-
sive framework for the Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S) through
the passage of Assembly Bill 77 (Lanterman), providing community colleges funding
for support services, specialized instruction, and educational accommodations made
necessary by the functional limitations of students with disabilities. During 1990-91,
with an appropriation of $34 million, DSP&S served more than 52,000 students at
the 106 community colleges. California remains a leader in the education of students
with disabilities. It is among the few states with systemwide funding and legislation
for services to students with disabilities and systemwide regulations, policies, and
staff support.

Access

Over the past 15 years, access to higher education for students with disabilities
has increased tremendously. This increase is attributed to numerous factors
including: the success of students with disabilities who were educated prior to this
period and successfully mainstreamed into society; the passage of Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and in California, the enactment of the aforementioned
AB 77. The passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990 set the stage for
additional and dramatic mncreases in the numbers of students with disabilities
seeking admission into community colleges. It mandates that persons with disabil-
ities shall have full access to services and programs available to the general public.

The DSP&S Unit of the Chancellor’s Office, 1n close cooperation with DSP&S staff
at the colleges, is seeking to improve access to education for students with disabilities
by examining several key program areas and developing recommendations for new
strategies and program initiatives. A summary of these efforts follows.

High-Tech Centers

According to studies by Engen-Wedin, Margolis and Collins (1987), and
Saka (1987), access to computers improves the academic performance of
students with disabilities in postsecondary education. Through its High-Tech
Center (HTC) programs, DSP&S utilizes advances in adapted computer tech-
nology to permit students with disabilities access to critical learning resources.
During 1990-91, 83 colleges offered computer-assisted mnstruction (CAI) and/or
adapted computer services. DSP&S staff who work with these students
reported that the most discernible outcome observed among students receiving
HTC services is an increased confidence in their ability to persist in post-
secondary education.
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A Comprehensive Review

A 1989 Chancellor’s Office study of students served in high-tech centers
showed that 31% hsted transfer to a four-year institution as a goal, and an
additional 42% were enrolled in programs related to employment or leading to
employment within two years. Nearly 65% of the students in that survey
reported a greater ease in their use of computers after receiving HTC services,
and 55% stated that access to computers was an important factor that would
assist them to accomplish their educational objectives.

Serving Students with Learning Disabilities

Concerns about student access and equity were the impetus for developing a
specific program component to improve and standardize procedures for identi-
fying community college students with learning disabilities. A learning dis-
ability is a persistent condition of presumed neurological dysfunction which
continues despite instruction 1n standard classroom situations. Adults with
learning disabilities have average to above-average intellectual ability, a
severe processing deficit, and a severe aptitude-achievement discrepancy.
Almost one-third of the students served by DSP&S in 1990-91 were learning
disabled, an increase of almost ten percent since 1988-89. The Chancellor's
Office is conducting a study of assessment instruments used by the’colleges in
the learning disabilities eligibility process. The purpose of the study is to
identify and expand the number of procedures/instruments in use, and to
include assessment measures which may be more appropriate for an increasing-
ly diverse student pepulation.

In 1987, the State Legislature mandated that, for a four-year period, the
colleges must submit an annual report on the number of students who were
assessed for learning disabihities in the Califorma Community Colleges. The
report was intended to determine whether the assessment model had a dispro-
portionate impact on any group based on that group’s race, ethnicity, gender, or
age. The study has been concluded, and its only significant finding was that
Asian students and older adults are underreferred and thus underidentified as
learning disabled. An aggregated report summarizing the findings has been
submitted by the Chancellor’s Office to the Califorma Postsecondary Education
Commission for transmittal to the Legislature.

Serving Students with Psychological Disabilities

According to the Association on Handicapped Student Services Programs in
Postsecondary Education (ASHSSPPE), in spite of the clear federal mandate to
include students with psychological disabilities among those students with
disabilities served in pestsecondary education, many support services are not
accessible to this population. However, 1t reports that many educational 1nsti-
tutions nationwide are beginning to serve students with psychological
disabilities through offices that provide 1dentical accommodations to students
with other served disabilities. As a result, questions are frequently raised on
campuses about role definition and about how college staff can resolve problems
associated with this population. Program development related to funding
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DSP&S services for students with psychological disabilities was initiated 1n
1991, based on task force recommendations and Chancellor’s Office legal
opinions regarding the omission of this population from Title 5 regulations for
DSP&S. Data on this population continues to be gathered at four model service
sites that were established through a competitive proposal process 1n 1990. The
Chancellor’s Office is seeking revisions to Title 5 that will permut funding of
services for this population. In 1991, a new Resource Guide for Serving
Students with Psychological Disabilities in the California Community Colleges
was disseminated to the colleges by the Chancellor's Office.

Serving Students Who Are Developmentally Dela yed Learners

In 1990, a Chancellor’s Office Task Force on Developmentally Delayed
Learners (DDL) undertook several program development activities to provide
further access and accommodations for these students. A working definition of
a developmentally delayed learner is a student who exhibits below-average
intellectual functioning and petential for measurable achievement 1n
instructional and employment settings. Primary accomplishments of the task
force to date include completion of a survey of services to students identified as
DDL and general agreement on broad criteria for defining DDL. The' task force
will be addressing issues of curricula, interagency coordination, and core
service models during the upcoming year. Additionally, the task force is
conducting a study to determine how the use of the proposed definition for DDL
will impact existing program activities and services for students.

Serving Students Who Are Deaf or Hearing Impaired

In 1990-91, in response to requests from the districts and from the Califorma
Association of Postsecondary Educators of the Disabled (CAPED), the Chan-
cellor’s Office initiated a task force on Services to Deaf Students because of
concern that students who are deaf were not receiving adequate support 1n therr
educational pursuits at the community colleges. The task force is developing a
comprehensive plan for the delivery of services and instruction to deaf and
hearing-impaired students which will include interpreter service costs, staffing
Patterns, and evaluation methods. The plan is needed to ensure access to deaf
and hearing impaired students as required by federal and State regulations.
Assessment strategies for deaf students are being reviewed as well, and
alternative methods of serving this population are being explored. One of the
most promising alternatives being examined is the establishment of regional
resource centers to consohdate resources and coordinate support to colleges 1n
the provision of the mandated services to students who are deaf or hearing
impatred.

85



Appondix B

A Comprehensive Review

Student Retention, Persistence, and Qutcomes

A student with a disability is a person enrolled at a community college who has a
verified mental or physical impairment which limits one or more major life activities,
and which imposes a functional himitation 1n the educational environment. Func-
tional limitation means a condition which prevents a student with a disability from
fully benefiting from classes, activities, or services regularly offered by the college to
nondisabled students, without specific additional support services or instruction. The
role of DSP&S is to provide support services and accommodations to students with
disabilities so that they can participate fully and benefit equitably from the college
experience,

Student outcomes such as: 1) persistence: the proportion of students who com-
pleted a term and enrolled 1n the subsequent term; 2) retention: the ratio of units
succesafully completed to units attempted; and 3) grade point averages, are reviewed
to determine if the provisions of DSP&S services enable students with disabilities to
perform on a comparable level with nondisabled students.

In 1990, the Chancellor’s Office Research and Analysis Unit, in conjunction with
the Student Services and Special Programs Divigion, conducted a study to determine
whether students served by DSP&S perform as well as the general student popu-
lation with similar entering skills and socioeconomic backgrounds. The data on the
1989-90 community college population confirmed findings from previous studies
showing that students with disabilities peraist to the next academic term and
complete courses at rates similar to that of the general student body.

This same study also provided data to compare the average cumulative grade
point average (GPA) of students with disabilities and that of the general student
population. With the exception of those students above the freshmen level, DSP&S
students had similar or higher GPAs than the general student bedy, as 1llustrated in

Table 1.
TABLE 1
DSP&S Student Outcomes
1989.90
General Student
DSP&S Population
Retention
>13 grade 92 89
13 grade 89 92
<13 grade 86 92
Persistence
>13 grade 76 84
13 grade 84 79
<13 grade 86 76
Grade Point Average
>13 grade 295 2.99
13 grade 238 208
<13 grade 2.05 190
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More recently, the 1990-91 Management Information Systems (MIS) data derived
from 53 colleges show the overall GPA for DSP&S students and the retention rates
are consistent with those of the general student population.

Student Equity

Although the California Community Colleges have set the standards by which
other educational systems (national and international) are measured, the community
colleges are experiencing increasing difficulty offering legally mandated services to
students with disabilities. The cost of providing the adequate level of services neces-
sary for students with disabilities to have access to the educational offerings of the
college have exceeded the available allocation of funds. Therefore, colleges have
provided increasing amounts of local college revenues to accommodate the growing
numbers of students with high-cost disabilities, such as the learning disabled, deaf or
hearing impaired, and students with acquired brain injuries. During the past three
years, State funding for DSP&S programs has increased by 15 percent. During this
same time, the amount of local college revenues used in DSP&S programs have in-
creased by 90 percent. The increase in local college revenues used in DSP&S pro-
gramas is illustrated in Table 2.

TABLE 2
Callege Effort
1988-89 $4,552,262
1989-90 $6,332,845
1990-91 $8,664,329

The percentage of growth in the number of students with disabilities being served
by DSP&S programs for 1988-89 through 1990-91 isillustrated in Table 3.

TABLE 3
Student Count
v 1990-9]
Percent
Category of Disability 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 of Change
Mobility 13,058 12,295 12,927 100
Vision 2,387 2,607 2,617 964
Hearing 3,007 3,108 3,224 7.22
Speech 766 746 156 -1.31
Learning Disabled 11,496 13,445 15,975 38 96
Acquired Brain Injured 3,030 3,713 4,182 38 02
Dev Delayed Learners 6,990 7,125 7,219 328
Other 5,359 5,330 5,582 4.16
Total 46,093 48,369 52,482 13.86
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Students with disabilities remain underrepresented in the community colleges of
California. Currently, students served by DSP&S programs represent about 4% of
the student population while the Department of Social Services and the Department
of Rehabilitation estimate the numbers of persons with disabilities in California to be
between 10% and 17% . The Legislature, through Assembly Concurrent Resolution 3
(1986), AB 746 (1987), and AB 1725, continues to direct the colleges to take affir-
mative action to decrease underrepresentation. The Board of Governors and commu-
nity college districts are including students with disabilities in al] activities and
resources that target underrepresented students and student diversity.

The Chancellor’s Office has been addressing the need to increase funding for
DSP&S. At present, funding is based on a formula driven by the disability of the
student. The actual costs of serving students with the same disability vary, based on
the particular educationally-related limitations a student experiences in the
educational environment. AB 746 requires the colleges and other institutions to
develop funding formulas that reflect the actual costs of serving students with
disabilities, rather than funding based on the disability alone.

The first initiative in this area was the revision of the DSP&S allocation formula,
which was approved by the Board of Governors in July 1989. The new formula
streamlined the allocation of DSP&S funds and emphasized weighted student count
by disability. The weighted student count estimated the cost of serving students with
varying disabilities. Thus, it was a major atep toward implementing the require-
ments of AB 746.

A field-based task force recently completed work on revisions of the weights
utilized in the formula. The revisions in the weights will allocate more funds to
colleges serving students known to have “lgh cost” needs, namely deaf, acquired-
brain injured, and learning-disabled students. The task force 1s also reviewing mech-
anisms for funding special-class apportionment.

The re-authorized Carl D, Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education
Act (VATEA) provides federal funding to increase colleges’ efforts to serve students
from “special populations.” However, one of the major changes in VATEA is that it
no longer 1ncludes funds set aside for students with disabilities. Since students with
disabilities are included in the definition of “special populations,” the Chancellor’s
Office DSP&S staff is reviewing the college and district vocational education plans to
ensure that adequate services are 1n place to serve students with disabilities.

In addition, the Chancellor's Office is in the process of addressing the lack of
funding for DSP&S services to students with psychological disabihities. Currently,
this population is not defined in the Title 5 regulations as eligible for DSP&S-funded
services. Despite this omission, colleges are required by State and federal nondis-
crimination laws to provide academe adjustments and other related services to these
students. Colleges do not receive direct excess cost reimbursements for serving
students with psychological disabilities and must pay for these accommodations with
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local funds. Therefore, the Chancellor's Office has proposed that, contingent on new
funding, this population be added to the Title 5 regulations.

Conclusion

Recent studies, student surveys, and anecdotal evidence indicate that DSP&S is
having a positive 1mpact on the access, retention, persistence, and outcomes of
students with disabilities. There appears to be increased coordination between
DSP&S programs and other college support services, as well as stronger integration
of students with disabilities into the college mainstream environment. -

Full implementation of the Management Information System is essential to:
1) monitor and report student outcome data; 2) facilitate the evaluation of the
effectiveness of DSP&S programs; and 3) fund by actual cost of services to students
with disabilities. The Chancellor's Office will continue to collaborate with the
districts on studies related to DSP&S student population, services received, and
student performance.
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STUDENT AND FACULTY SURVEY RESULTS
April 1992

INRODUCTION

The Chancellor's Office received questionnaires from 540
students and 1,098 faculty/staff from 18 community colleges
for the 1990-91 year. Students and faculty rated the
effectiveness of the DSP&S program and the performance of
DSP&S staff on their campus. Students with the following
disabilities participated in the survey: Vision, Hearing -
Impaired, Mobility, Learning Disability, Speech/Other
Communication, Acquired Brain Injury, and Other Functional
Impairments.

The following is a summary of student demographics, student
ratings of DSP&S staff, campus climate and DSP&S services.

Lastly, there is a summary of faculty/staff perceptions of
DSP&S staff and services.

Student Demographics

Students by Disability

N = 540
Disability Percent
Learning Disability 35
Mobility Impairments 18
Other Health Impairments 18
Acquired Brain Injuries i0
Hearing Impairments 9
Visual Impairments 7
Speech Impairments 3

100

Students by Gender

N = 540
Gender Percent
Female 57
Male 43
100
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Ethnicity of Students

N = 540
Ethnicity Percent
White 72
Black/African American 11
Hispanic/Latino 8
Other 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 3
American Indian 2

Age of Students

The average age for all disability groups was 34 vears.

Student Rating for DSP&S Staff

Students in all disability groupe rate DSP&S staff as
"knowledgedble" relative to their disability. They also
rate staff as "available" and "responsive" to their needs.

Student Rating of General Campus

Students in all disability groups rate instructors as
"willing" to make special accommodations. They also rate

their campus as "responsive" to architectural barrier
removal.

Student Satisfaction with DSP&S Services

The survey asked students to rate the availability and
effectiveness of each service provided by their campus.
Avallability means the student obtains service when he/she
needed 1t. Effectiveness means the student feels the
service was useful.

Students in all disability groups rate the availability and
effectiveness of services either "fair" or "good".
Registration, counseling, and specialized orientation
services received the highest ratings. On the other hand,
notetakers, on-campus transportation, and special parking
coordinaticon received the lowest rating
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Facultv and Staff Perceptions of Program Effectiveness

A review of faculty and staff responses suggest the

following:

o

Faculty receive proper assistance from DSP&S staff
when arranging for special accommodations for
students.

Faculty feel students with disabilities are
integrated appropriately into reqular classes

Campus administrators are responsive to the needs
of students with disabilities for physical access
and the creation of a barrier free environment in
a timely manner.

Faculty and staff perceive the need for DSP&S to
better integrate and become a permanent part of
the total college operation.

Faculty and staff feel there 1s adequate publicity
about DSP&S services on the campuses.
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1990-91 DSP&S STUDENT COUNT
(Tatal 52,482)

ALAMEDA 234 LOS ANGELES YALLEY 602
ALLAN HANCOCK 534 05 MEDANOS 283
AMERICAN RIVER 897 MARIN 78
ANTELOPE VALLEY 422 MENDOCINO 150
BAKERSFIELD 557 HERCED n
BARSTON 85 MERRITT n
BUTTR 836 MIRA COSTA 246
CABRILLO 1,014 MISSION 163
CANADA 310 MODESTO JUNIOR 505
CANYONS, COLLEGE OF THE 156 MONTEREY PENINSULA 426
CERRITOS 498 MOORPARK 21
CERRO COSO 240 MT. SAN ANTONIO 852
CHABOT-HAYWARD 443 WT. SAN JACINTQ 221
CHAFFEY 1,424 NAPA 1,132
CITRUS 274 OHLONE 347
COASTLINE 380 ORANGE COAST 595
COLUMBIA 317 OXNARD 343
COMPTON 103 FALO VERDE 18
CONTRA COSTA 372 PALOMAR 432
COSUMNES RIVER 163 PASADENA CITY 667
CRAFTON RILLS 156 PORTERVILLE 38
CUESTA 316 RANCHO SANTIAGO 874
CUYAMACA 234 REDHOODS, COLLEGE QF THE 1,61
CYPRESS 387 RIO HONDO 261
DE ANZA 1,779 RIVERSIDE 416
DESERT, COLLEGE OF THE 150 SACRAMENTO CITY 537
DIABLO YALLEY 628 SADDLEBACK 126
EAST LOS ANGELES 294 SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY 532
EL: CAMINO 137 SAN DIEGO CITY n
EVERGREEN 263 SAN DIEGO MESA 530
FEATHER RIVER 154 SAN DIEGO MIRAMAR 1,529
FOOTRILL 1,976 SAN FRANCISCO CITY 1,219
FRESNO CITY 918 SAN JOAQUIN DELTA 718
FULLERTON 1,215 SAN JOSE CITY 326
CAVILAN 639 SAN MATEO, COLLEGE OF 351
GLENDALE 147 SANTA BARBARA CITY 597
GOLDEN WEST 310 SANTA VONICA 637
GROSSMONT 567 SANTA ROSA JUNIOR 563
HARTNELL az7 SEQUOIAS, COLLEGE OF THE 598
IMPERIAL VALLEY 238 SHASTA 831
IRVINE VALLEY 196 SIERRA 657
KINGS RIVER 231 SISKIYOUS, COLLEGE OF THE 218
LAKE TAHOE 132 SKYLINE 27
LANEY 288 SOLANO 347
LAS POSITAS 123 SOUTHWESTERN 195
LASSEN 259 TAFT 203
LONG BEACH CITY 1,011 VENTURA 676
LOS ANGELES CITY 537 VICTOR VALLEY 235
LOS ANGELES RARBOR 231 VISTA 581
103 ANGELES MISSION 161 WEST HILLS 29
05 ANGELES PIERCE 536 WEST LOS ANGELES 205
LOS ANGRLES SOUTHWEST 29 WEST VALLEY 530
LS ANGELES TRADE-TECH 291 YUBA 480
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COLLEGE
ALAMEDA

ALLAN BANCOCK
AMERICAN RIVER
ANTELOPE VALLEY
BAKERFIELD
BARSTOW

BUTTE
CABRILLO
CANADA
CANYONS
CERRITOS

CERRO COSO
CHABOT-HAYWARD
CHAEFEY

CITRUS
COASTLINE
COLUMBTA
COMPTON
CONTRA COSTA
COSUMNES RIVER
CRAFTON HILLS
CUESTA
CUYAMACA
CYPRESS

DE ANZA
DESERT

DIABLO VALLEY
EAST LA

El, CAMINO
EVERGREEN
FEATHER RIVER
FOOTHILL
FRESNO CITY
FULLERTON
GAVILAN
GLANDALE
GOLDEN WEST
GROSSMONT
HARTNELL
IMPERIAL VALLEY
IRVINE YALLEY
KINGS RIVER
LAKE TAHOR
LANEY

LAS POSITAS
LASSEN

LONG BEACH CITY
LA CITY

LA HARBOR

LA MISSION

LA PIERCE

LA SOUTHWEST
LA TRADE-TECH
LA VALLEY

LOS MEDANOS

Mob1l1ity

a
27
318
103
142
2
217
333
182
1
209
62
130
188
53
0
100
8
55
34
3
30
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149
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42
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170
1
26
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189
94
146

14
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M
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3
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20
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10
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0
15
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5
7
18
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162
201
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126
235
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121

51
20
138
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248
!
119
326
4
390
69
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63
69
94
336
198
162
255
29
258
103
84
9%
95
9%
93
87
82
9%
186
124
56
162
15
46
143
161

ABI
40

19
13
22

43
191
68
19
2

10
154
26
236
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15

14
145
17
37
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59
23

349
49
25
48
46
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13
17
12
1
18
11
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11
18
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17
144
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17
11
15
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11
11

52
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10
30
15
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TOTAL
234
534
897
422
557

436
1,014
310
156
498
240
443
1,424
274
380
an
103
372
163
156
316
234
387
1,719
150
628
294
137
263
154
1,976
918
1,215
639
147
310
567
321
238
196
231
132
288
123
259
1,011
537
231
161
536
89
291
602
283
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COLLEGE

MARIN
MENDOCINO
MERCED

MERRITT

MIRA COSTA
MISSION

MODESTO JUNICR
MONTEREY PENINSULA
MOORPARK

MT. SAN ANTONIO
NT. SAN JACINTO
NAPA

OHLONE

ORANGE COAST
OXNARD

PALG YERDE
PALOMAR
PASADENA CITY
PORTERYILLE
RANCHO SANTIAGO
REDHOODS

RIO HONDO
RIVERSIDE
SACRAMENTO CITY
SADDLEBACK

SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY

SAN DIBGO CITY
SAN DIEGI MESA
SAN DIEGO MIRAMAR
SAN FRANCISCO

GAN JORQUIN DELTA
SAN JOSE CITY

SAN MATEO

SANTA BARBARA CITY
SANTA MONICA
SANTA ROSA JUNIOR
SEQUOTAS

SHASTA

SIERRA

SISKI¥QUS

SKYLINE

SOLAND
SOUTHHESTERN

TAFT

YENTURA

VICTOR VALLEY
VISTA

WEST RILLS

WEST LA

WEST VALLEY

fUBA

TOTAL

Mobiiity
213
24
101
48
K}
40
61
47
59
282
66
553
189
155
n
9
53
152
159
243
621
36
183
84
o7
157
54
115
174
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85
150
156
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120
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248
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80
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65
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9
111
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17
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175
59
56
137
T4
n
129
202
140
254
92
263

289
136

172
332

a2
534
81
%
219
197
198
in
202
61
236
118
67
84
374
261
256
194
106
312
49
109
9%
82
48
421
125

51

244
331

15,975

ABI
159

28
49

50
52
27
3
12
19

42

57
KL
12
75
155
24
15
16
62

17
45
188
53
52
41
77
13
99
112
26
12
22

24
15

54
14
3

76
21
4,182

BOL
45
45

134

102
13
200

506
349
3%

16

123
12
34

329

72

49

134
17
13
18
14

10
1,219

TOTAL
718
150
m
2N
246
163
505
426
321
852
221

1,132
347
595
343

18
432
667
318
874

261
416
537
126
532
3N
530
1,529
1,219
778
326
351
597
637
563
598
831
657
278
FXA!
kLY)
195
203
676
235
58]
89
205
530
480
52,482



Item 6070-101-001, Supplemental Report
Appendlx C Language to the 1988 State Budget Act

| " Itis the intent of the Legislature that community colleges provide sup-
port and instructional services to students with learning disabilities. It
is further the intent of the Legislature that community colleges contin-
ue the eligibility model implemented statewide in 1987-88 in a manner
which affirms the state’s commitment to educational equity and ensures
accuracy and fairness in determining student eligibility for the
program. In keeping with these goals, the Chancellor’s Office shall do
all of the following:

Data Collection. Prior to September 30, 1988, the Chancellor’s Office
shall report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission
(CPEC), the Legislative Analyst’s Office, and the Department of Finance
on the number, ethnicity, gender, disability, and age of individuals re-
ferred, identified, and receiving services as learning disabled (LD) stu-
dents during the 1987-88 fiscal year. By February 1, 1989, CPEC shall
review, comment, and make recommendations to the legislative budget
and policy committees based on these data.

Evaluation. CPEC shall evaluate and report on the impact of the LD mod-
el on LD student eligibility based on data collected between the 1987-38
through 1990-91 academic years. Prior to January 1, 1992, the
Chancellor’s Office shall provide data to CPEC on the number, ethnicity,
gender, disability, and age of individuals who were referred, identified,
and/or received services as LD students in each academic year. CPEC
shall review and comment to the legislative budget and policy commit-
taes on this report by March 1, 1992.

It is the intent of the Legislature that in the development of its review,
CPEC shall convene an advisory committee composed of professionals
with expertise in (1) psychometric testing and evaluation with respect to
learning disabled adults, (2) the impact of psychometric assessment in-
struments on minority group students.
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Material from the Commission’s Two
Appendix D  Prior Reports on Learning Disabilities

NOTE The following material 1s reproduced from pages
2-4 and pages 6-8 of Comments on the Community Col-
leges’ Study of Students with Learning Disabulitres (Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commssion, 1989)

Development of the community colleges’
learning disabilities project and model

The State Learming Disabilities Project of the Cali-
fornia Community College’s Chancellor’'s Office
stemmed from a 1982 study by the Department of
Finance, which concluded that the community col-
leges lacked consistent 1dentification and assess-
ment procedures for learning disabled students, re-
sulting in inequities among the 70 districts Until
the districts could resolve these inequities, the De-
partment froze the level of State funding for learn-
ing disabled services in the community colleges

Supplemental Language to the 1982 Budget Act au-
thorized a study to develop ehgibility criteria for
learning disabled programs in the community col-
leges. At that time, disagreement was substantial
both at the State and national levels about the defi-
nition of a learming disahility and how to distin-
guish this population from “underachievers” or
“low-ability” students To address these 1ssues, the
Chancellor’s Office created a research consortium
with representatives of the Institute for Research in
Learming Disabilities at the University of Kansas
and the Learning Disabilities Division of the Cali-
fornia Associetion of Postsecondary Educators of
the Disabled Representatives of several other
agencles and advocacy groups, including learming
disabilities specialists, the Departments of Finance
and Rehabilitation, and community college admin-
1strators, faculty members, clinie1ans, and psychol-
ogists assisted 1n the project.

Thus process helped to produce standards for the eh-
gibihity process, the definition of learning disability
quoted above, and seven assessment components for
identifying adults with learning disabilities In
Fall 1987, the 103 community colleges and three

adult education centers that offer programs and ser-
vices for learning disabled students implemented
the resulting “Learning Disabilities Eligibility
Model,” entitled California Assessment System for
Adults with Learning Disabilities In May 1988, the
State Assembly Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Higher Education approved support for the continu-
ation of the systemwide implementation of the eli-
gibility model and called for an evaluation of 1ts 1m-
pact on the number, ethnicity, age, and gender of
learning disabled students It requested this evalu-
ation to assure that the implementation of the
model would not lead to unexplained or detrimental
over- or under-1dentification of any community col-
lege student as being learming disabled

In 1ts September report, the Chancellor’s Office
evaluated the umpact of the model on the number,
age, gender, and race of individuals referred and
identified as learning disabled during the 1987-88
year -- but 1t was unable to include comparable n-
formation on the students who actually received
learming disabled services  According to the Chan-
cellor's Office, the data collected for these students
were not coded 1n such a manner as to determine
the demographic characteristics called for n the
Supplemental Language

The community colleges’ process
for determining learning disabilities

The community colleges have developed the follow-
Ing seven-component assessment process to deter-
mine whether a student has a learning disability

1 Intake screening

The purpose of intake screening 1s to gather per-
tinent background information on students referred
for learning disabled services Based on this back-
ground data, trained examiners admimster either
the Academic Attribute Survey, 1n order to analyze
how the students’ personal attributes relate to their
learming problems, or the Academic Skills Assess

Q)
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ment Battery -- a set of subtests that assess written
expression, reading, and mathematic shortcomings
that are ordinarily associated with learning dis-
abilities.

2. Measured achievement

This component 18 designed to 1dentify student
strengths and inconsistencies 1n achievement, ei-
ther 1n an instructional setting or 1n the employ-
ment setting The purpose of determining mea-
sured achievement 18 to certify that the students
have demonstrated an appropriate level of compe-
tency 1n an nstructional or employment setting
The component is measured by comparing their per-
formance 1n either of thege two settings with that of
a normative (average) group

3. Measured appropriate edaptive behauvior

This procedure provides information about whether
the students have the level of personal indepen-
dence as well as social and vocational responsibility
expected of individuals in their peer group Adap-
tive behavior can be measured using the Screeming
Measure of Adaptive FMunctioning or one of several
other standardized measures. Unless the student
shows evidence of the adaptive behaviors required
to meet the mimimal criterion for learming disabil-
ities, some explanation other than a learming dis-
ability 15 presumed to be & better explanation of the
students’ achievement problems.

4 Ability level

Instruments used to measure students’ ability level
help to assess their hikelihood of achieving in the
commumty colleges This information helps coun-
selors design and mmplement approprniate 1nstruc-
tional goals and activities for students Again, a va-
riety of evaluation instruments and methods are
used in this component.

5 Processing deficit

Students with learning disabilities may lack the
ability to acquire, manipulate, integrate, store, and
retrieve information 1n the same manner as most
students The Processing Deficit Component 1s
completed to verify that their difficulty 18 due to one
or more of these factors, although the presence of
this factor by itself 18 not sufficient to indicate that
a learming disability existe There are two primary
and two secondary procedures, in addition to profes-
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sional certification, that may be used to determine
the existence and extent of a Processing Deficit

6. Aptitude-achtevement discrepancy

As mentioned earlier, the most common charac-
teristic of students with learming disabilities 1s that
they do not achieve at a level that one would expect.
This difference from expected or predicted achueve-
ment to actual results 18 calculated and evaluated
in the aptitude-achievement discrepancy compo-
nent This 18 done by comparing students’ predicted
achievement 1n a given area, such as mathematics
or reading, with their actual achievement score in
the same area If this discrepancy 1s greater than
that of 92 percent of other students with the same
aptitude score, the eriterion for this component 1s
met Specific formulas are used for calculating pre-
dicted achievement scoreg, discrepancy scores, and
criterion scores. A variety of aptitude and achieve-
ment measures are avallable for evaluating this
component As 13 the case with all of these com-
ponents, evidence of aptitude-achievement discre-
pancy 18 not by itself sufficient for verifying that a
learming disability exists

1. Ehgibiity recommendation

Thus final component of the learming disabilities el:-
gibility model rehies on the judgment of the diagnos-
ticians involved 1n the students’ assessment. No ad-
ditional agssessment 1nstruments or cutoff scores ex-
18t for making this determination Four tasks are
defined for the climician 1o this component:

1 To collect and summarize the results of the pre-
Vious 2LX components,

2 To evaluate the results for their sufficiency, rehi-
ability, objectavity and validity,

3 To consider alternative explanations for the stu-
dent’s performance 1n addition to a learning dis-
ability; and

4 To conclude if an alternative explanation 15 most
appropriate

Not all students who complete the first s1x compo-
nents are learning disabied, and the clinician must
complete these four tasks in order to determine 1if a
student 13 ehgible for learming disabled services
Trained and licensed professional evaluators per-
form the learming disability assessments, and they
are allowed to use their professional judgment to



ensure that students who do not fit 1nto the “mold”
for learming disability ehgibility determination are
not disadvantaged by this process.

Conclusiona and questions
for further discussion

In general, the percentage representations of learn-
ing disabled commurty college students, as refer-
enced in the Supplemental Language (age, gender
and ethnicity) are in hine with their representations
in the community college student population sys-
temwide. The percentage differences described n
the community college report do not show patterns
of bias, but some of the data raise four questions
that deserve investigation and answers 1n future
reports.

Why are older students underrepresented
among the learmng dsabled?

As noted above, the commumty college’s data show
that students over the age of 50 are underrepresent-
ed as being referred for -- and eligible for — learning
disabled services The reasons for this underrepre-
sentation could be many:

¢ Due to funding and other restraints, services for
learming disabled students in community col-
leges are generelly not as available to students
who attend class 1n the evening as for those who
attend duning the day -- and students mn this age
category take a disproportionate number of
classes in the evenings

o Further, community college officials note that
many people 1n the “50 and over” age category
take courses for social purposes and are not pur-
suing academic, or continuing education goals.
This would lead to their not accessing learning
disabled -- and other -- student services at the
same rate as would students with more tradition-
al goals

e In addition, by the time peopls have reached the
age of 50, they may have found effective ways to
compensate for learming disabilities in day-to-
day bfe and might not see the need to apply for
learning disabled services at a college

Appendix D

At any rate, a further investigation of this
statistical underrepresentation of students over the
age of 50 seems warranted for next year's report

Why do men appear to be overrepresented
among the learning disabled?

The differences 1n learning disability referrals for
both male and female students vary from their rep-
resentations 1n the community college student body
by more than four percentage points Male students
comprise 52 5 percent of the referral group which 18
4 2 percent greater than their representation in the
systemwide student body, while female students
are underrepresented 1n the referral group by this
4 2 percent The community colleges’ report notes
that this pattern of representation is also quite
different from what occurs 1n the K-12 education
sector Officials tn the Chancellor’s Office will look
into this 18sue more closely for next year’s report

What accounts for the differences
in representation by ethnic group?

The broad questions of differential participation
rates in student services among ethnic groups have
concerned academic researchers for decades Re-
search and analysis nationwide has acknowledged
that, with regard to ethniaity, students’ decisions
about which campus-level services and programs to
access pertain to cultursl, social, personal and eco-
nomie¢ factors that are difficult to account for in an
empirical study Such decisions made by students
are based upon often times arbitrary and subjective
processes that, as a practical matter, cannot be mea-
sured precisely In sum, the ethnicity data present
ed 1n the community college report 18 thorough, yet
difficult to use 1n drawing conclusions

With the exception of Asian and Filipino students,
the percentages of students, by ethnicity, who are
determined to be ehigible for learming disabled
services 1n the sample group rather closely mirror
their percentage representations in the population
of community college students at large Black
students, for example, comprise just over 7 percent
of the total community college student body and
make up 8 3 percent of the students 1n the eligible
sample group and the percentages for Hispanic
students are 15 percent of all commumty college
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systemwide enrollment and 14 3 percent of all
eligible learning disabled students

One question raised by the set of ethmicaty data pre-
gented here relates to the significant underrepre-
sentation of Asian and Filipino students 1n the
learnming disabled referred group as compared with
systemwide enrollment As Table 5 on page 8 of the
community college report and Display 3 on page 8 of
this report show, these two groups of students are
underrepresented by at least a factor of four when
thewr rate of referral for learning disabled services
18 compared with their representation 1n the com-
munity colleges’ student systemwide population
For next year’s community college report, a more
thorough analysis of the various ethnicities that
comprise the “Asian” category might provide better
mformation on their behavior patterns as they re-
late to referral and eligibility for learning disablity
services in the community colleges

Another difference involving student ethnicity 1s
the percentage of students 1nmitially referred for
learming disabled services for whom eligibility 1s
determined.. . While the average percentage of re-
ferred learning disabled students identified as
being eligtble is 70.9 percent, Asian and Filipino
students are determined eligible at the lower rates
of 57 7 and 52 1 percent, respectively It 18 possible
that language differences account for some of this
underrepresentation and underreferral of Asian
students. The English-speaking abilities of some of
these students 18 limited, and this fact may
discourage potential applicants from imtiating the
determination process The Commission therefore
suggests that the Chancellor’s Office investigate
the effect that such language barrers may have on
the representation of Asian students in learming
disabled student services programs

All ethme groups other than whites had lower per-
centages of determination of eligibility than the 71
percent average, but the rates for Asian and
Filipino students are almost 5 percentage points
lower than the next lowest rate presented in this
display (The percentage of learning disabled ehgi-
bility for each ethnic category 18 derived by first
subtracting the 686 referred students who did not
complete the ehgibility determination process from
the total referred sample and then dividing the
number of students determined eligible in each
category by the new “net” referred number )
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How do the charactenstics of students
with learming disabilities compare to other
groups of students?

One final observation pertains to the comparsons
established and used in the Chancellor’s Office re-
port. That report compares the two learming dis-
abled student sample groups with the community
colleges’ total student population.

The Commission suggests that, in addition to this
systemwide enrollment, the Chancellor's Office con-
sider using other comparison groups, such as full-
time students, 1n next year's study

NOTE The following material 18 reproduced from pages
pages 6-8 of Comments on the California Colleges’ 1989
Study of Students with Learning Disabilities (Cahformia
Postsecondary Education Commission, 1990}

Comparisons with other
learning disability groups

In response to the Commission's recommendation
that the Chancellor’s Office compare 1ts demogra-
phic information on learning disabled students with
comparable groups from other service populations,
the Chancellor’s Office obtained demographic infor-
mation on learning disabled students 1n Califor-
mia's pubhic schools and on learning disabled clients
of the State Department of Rehablitation for inclu-
sion 1n this year's report Display 5 below presents
a side-by-side comparison of these three learning
disabled populations in terms of their ethnicity and
the ethnicity of the larger population

The goals of these three programs are quite differ-
ent, and, therefore, comparison among the three
groups should be undertaken wath caution Thus
Display 5 shows that percentage representations by
ethnicity for the three populations vary substan-
tially, particularly with respect to Latino and white
representation, yet nonetheless the overall patterns
of receipt of services are similar For both school
children and Department of Rehabilitation chents,
Asian/Pacific Islanders tend to access learning dis-
ability services at rates much lower than their pro-
portional representation 1n the entire population
For example, while Asian/Pacific Islander students
comprise almost 8 percent of the total K-12 student
body, they comprise less than 3 percent of school
students recelving learming disability services The
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Ethmety of Califorma Community College Students, Califormia K-12 School Students,

and California Residents, Compared with Members of These Groups Being Served as

DISPLAY 5
Learning Disabled
Total Community Coilege
Enrollment, Fall 1988
Ethnic Group Number Percent
Native American 16,270 123%
Asian/Paafic Islander 119,803 9506
Black 87,775 6 64
Filipino 33,261 2.51
Latino 210,475 1591
White 765,202 97 86
Total 1,322,509 *
Community College Studenta Receriving
Learmne Dinabled Servicea. Fall 1988
Ethni¢ Group Number  Percent
Native American 129 202%
Aman/Pacific [slander 130 2 04
Black 603 945
Filipno 45 070
Latino 216 14 35
White 4391 68 79
Total 6,383 *

All K-12 Students, Total Cahfornia
Fall 1988 Population. 1988
Number Percent Number Percent
35,782 077% Unavailable
368,955 798 2,691,300 9 50%
411,493 891 2,126,200 751
100,334 217 Unavailable
1,449,846 3139 6,849,500 24 19
2,251,710 48 76 16,647.900 58 80
4,618,120 100 00% 28,314,900 100 00%
K-12 Learrang Disabled Department of Rehabilitation

Resource Students. Fall 1988 Learmine Disabled Chents. 1288

Number Percent Number Percent
1,479 0 75% 73 0.50%
5,637 287 374 250

19,860 1013 2,106 1420
1,367 069 77 050

66,362 33 84 3,641 24.50

101,382 5170 8584 5770

196,077 100 00% 14,883 100 00%

* For the community colleges, information from the “Other” and “Missing” categories 18 not shown as separate columna, but 18
included 1n the “Fotal” rows, therefore the percentagea for the community college column totais will not sum to 100 For the
groupings of K-12 students, total Califormia population, and Department of Rehabihitation clients, data for the ethmc group
“Pacific [slander” haa been merged with the sthme group “Aman” and 18 reported under the heeding "Asan/Pacific Jelander” o

arder to be comparable with the community colleges

Source Adapted from Table 4 on page 14 of the report of the Chancellor’a Office reproduced 1n Appendix B

comparable figures for the Department of Rehabili-
tation are even smaller only 2 5 percent of 1ts cli-
ents, compared to 9 5 percent of the State’s popula
tion Similar ratea of underrepresentation can be
found 1n the K-12 numbers for Filipino students

Staff of the Chancellor's Office and members of the
advisory committee caution that the statistical un-
derrepresentation of students identifying them-
selves as Asian/Pacific [slander probably 1s not true
across all racial lines 1n this ethnic category Some
of the committee members suspect that recent im-
mugrant Southeast Asian students may have a gen-
erally higher percentage of representation in col-

lege and university learming disability programs
than can be shown by the data presently available
This 1s because neither the Demographic Research
Division of the State Department of Finance, the
Chancellor's Office Management Information Sys-
tem, nor most other such data collection systems
are currently able to collect demographic data by
categorical subgroups that differentiates among all
of the peoples represented 1n the Asian/Pacific Is-
lander category After the 1990 United States Cen-
sus, many of the State’s demographic data collection
systems are expected to be redesigned and pro-
grammed so0 that they can collect and assimilate
data from the individual Asian races
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Additional work of the
Chancellor’s Office regarding
the possibility of bias

In addition to the last two years' reports on the de-
mographics of their learming disabled students, the
community colleges have done much research on
the 1mpact of their learning disability eliginlity
model on their students Further, the Chancellor’s
Office has conducted several workshops with the
colleges’ learning disabilities specialists on 13sues
related to the operation of the ehgibility model
The following paragraphs describe a few of these ef-
forts to mnprove the ehgibihity model, particularly
as relates to 1ssues of bias

November 1988 qualitative survey
of programs for students
evaluated for learming disabilities

As the first of these efforts, the Chancellor's Office
mitiated a qualitative study concerming the day-to-
day operation of the learning disability programs of
four colleges 1n the broader context of their other
programs for students with disabilities and which
mvolved vis1ts to the four campuses

February 1989 traxming on sensitivity
to cultural and Linguistic differences
in asgessment

The Chancellor’s Office has designed a series of
training activities for community college learning
disability specialists regarding the varnety of as-
sessment 1nformation about students that they uge
in eligibility and program decision making This
training focused on the interaction pattern between
an examinee and examiner, 1n which four goals
wore 1dentified as appropriate -- to (1) provade 1nfor-
mation applicable to procedural and administrative
vahdity checks; (2} increase awareness of individ-
ual differences and avoid stereotypical expectan-
cies, (3) dentify strengths and weaknesses n the
specialisis’ assessment techniques, and (4) improve
on the specialists’ self-1dentified areas of weakness

September 1989 report to the Chancellor’s
Office of a judgmental analysis of learning
disabiltties assessment procedures

for offenswe and stereotyprcal content

Ehgibihty for community colleges learming disal
1t1es services 15 based on an assessment used to de
termine if students demonstrate the characterstics
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shared by those students considered as having
learming dizabilities This investigation examined
whether or not the items in the assessment 1nstru-
ments are offensive to or stereotypical of specific
minority groups The results indicated that the as-
sessment procedures were generally free of offen-
sive or stereotypical content but that the individual
student must be considered 1n determining whether
the assessment 1nstruments are individually appro-
priate The report on the project explains the meth-
od of judgmental analysis, discusses the results of
the study, and presents recommendations

Conclusions

The 1988-89 data on community college students’
learming disabilities referral rates, ehigability deter-
minations, and numbers served are consistent with
what was observed last year and are generally pro-
portional to systemwide representations In some
casges, the percentages of groups among these stu-
dents were numerically closer to what would be ex-
pected than was found 1n the 1987-88 data The per-
centage representations of learmung disabled com-
munity college students by age, gender, and ethm-
city were in line with their representations in the
community college student population systemwide

The exceptions to this finding of numeric consisten-
cy were students 1dentifynng themselves as Asian/
Pacific Islander or Filipino, and students over the
age of 50 These groups mtially seek out learming
disability services at lower rates than other student
groupe The causes of these three groups’ low rates
are many, but research in this area and expertise
provided by members of the advisory committes
suggest that these students are making conscious
and informed choices not to access this particular
student service at rates as high as would be propor-
tional. The members of the advisory committee,
who are experts on assessment instruments, stated
that these three groups of students appear to accept
referral for these services at a lower rate than the
other groups of their own volition and that these de-
c1s10ns appear to be unrelated to the eligability proc-
ess used by the community colleges If more de-
tailed demographic information were available on
Asian/Pacific [slander community college students,
1t 18 suspected that their rate of underrepresenta-
tion would lessen for some racial groups 1n this
category, but to an unknown extent.



After studying the information from both this and
last year’s reports, and reviewing other research on
this subject, the advisory committee concluded that
the information does not show the existence of pat-
terns of bias 1n the operation of the community col-
leges’ ehgibility model. Based on our two years of
study of information on this subject, the Commis-
sion concurs that the community colleges’ ehigihl-
ity model shows no evidence of ethnic, gender, or
age-related bias 1n 1ts design or operation 1n any of
the information put forth on this 1ssue

The Commission suggests that the Chancellor’s Of-
fice continue to collect and report demographic 1n-
formation on learning disabled students as called

Appendiz D

for in the Supplemental Language to the 1988 Bud-
get. The adwvisory commuttee for this project has
agreed to meet again next fall to review and discuss
the 1989-90 demographic data on these students,
and this group will provide further advice on this 1s-
sue prior to the final report of the Chancellor’s Of-
fice in March of 1992 Commussion staff will contin-
ue to follow this 1ssue and wall report on any future
developments 1n the biennial reports on services to
students with disabilities that were mandated by
Assembly Bill 746 (Hayden, 1987) With the assis-
tance and input of Chancellor’s Office staff and the
advisory committee, the Commussion will make 1ts
final report to the Legislature 1o Spring 1992 as
part of the 1992 report 1n this series
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INTRODUCTION

In 1982 the Chancellor's Office of the California Community Colleges formed a consortium to
improve and standardize assessment procedures that would identify students with learning
disabilities. The consortium'’s activities included the development of the eligibility components,
procedures, and criteria to be used in the colleges' programs for students with learmng disahilities
(LD) throughout the state.

This collaborative effort produced standards for the eligibility process, a learning disabilities
definition, and seven assessment components for identifying adults with learning disabilities.
This model provided an operational defimition of the LD construct and attempted to reduce or
eliminate the inequities, inconsistencies, and biases that characterized previous models. In the
fall of 1987 the new LD eligibility model was fully implemented at 103 California commumty
colleges and three adult education centers which offered LD programs and services

On May 18, 1988 the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Higher Education of the state legislature
approved support for continuation of the system-wide implementation of the Learning Disabilities
Eligibility Model. The committee also directed the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) to evaluate and report on the impact of the LD model on LD student eligibility
based on data collected over a four-year period from 1987-88 through 1990-91. (See Appendix A).

This report describes the impact of the California Community Colleges' Learning Disabilities’
Eligibility Mocdel on the number, age, gender, and ethnic group of individuals referred, 1dentafied,
and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1989-90 fiscal year. This report 1s the
third of the four which were mandated. Care has been taken to keep the same format as in previous
reports, to facilitate the comparson of results from one year to another.

Learming Disabihties Elgnbihity Outcomes: 1989-90 1071191 111



METHODS

The California Community Colleges fully implemented a system-wide learning disabilities
model in 1987. The model provides eligibility components, procedures, and critena used for
identifyicg students with learning disabilities. This model's impact on students referred,
assessed, identified, and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1989-90 school year
was evalLated in terms of the students' number, ethnicity, gender, and age as described in this
report.

Pamnmlatirn naramatara

California has 106 community colleges. As of July 1, 1989, 103 commumty colleges had
credentialed and certified learning disabilities specialists who provided assessment and services
to students with learning disabilities. §l!heese colleges were asked to submit data on each student
who went through the assessment process between July 1, 1989 and June 30, 1990. Data were
requestec on (a) students who completed tha process and were ehgible for semnces, (b) students who
were found ineligible, and (¢) students who s d but did not complete the assessment process All
103 comnunity colleges responded \

A total of 11,269 student records was received and ?)‘fthese, 11,039 were entered, representing 97.96
percent of students who were assessed for learning'disabilities using the LD eligibility model from
July 1, 1589 through June 30, 1990. The difference was due to redundancies, the narrowed age range
of at least 16 years of age, the fact that some students made the initial appointment but did not
complete the process, and coding errors at the colleges.

Materials "

In the early summer of 1989, a letter was sent to all supervising administrators of Disabled Student
Programs and Services, requesting that information on the students assessed for learning
disabilities using the eligibility model be sent to the Chancellor's Office by July 15, 1989. Attached
to this letter were the Ways and Means Subcommuttee's alternativé language, the LD Eligibility
Model Data Form, and directions for completing the data collection \fgm (see Appendix B).

AY
The data collection form provided space for the student's identification number, sex, age, and
racial or 2thnic grouping. In addition, outcome information regarding éach of the seven elimbility
components was required: (1) Intake Screening, (2) Measured Achievemont, (3) Adaptive
Behavior (4) Ability Level, (5) Processing Deficit, (6) Aptitude-Achievement, and (7) Eligibihity
Recommendation, The outcome of assessing each student on components (2) through (6) was coded
a3, Y = y23, the component was met; PC = professional certification was used td.meet the
componer.t; PN = professional certification was used but the component was not ‘met; N = no, the
componerit was not met, and NA = the component was not administered. The Intake Screeming
component (1) was coded either Y = yes, the component was admmstered or N = nd, the component
was not administered. The Ehgibility Determination component (7) was coded as Y = yes, the
componer:t was met, N = no, the component was not met, or NA = the component was'pot
admimstered. The last column on the data form permitted recording of whether or not additional
services beyond assessment were provided for the student involved in the eligibility process

Learmung Dhiaabihties Eligilhity Outcomes: 1989-90 10/11/91 3
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METHODS

The California Community Colleges fully implemented a system-wide learning disabilities
model in 1987. The model provides eligibility components, procedures, and criteria used for
identifying students with learning disabilities. This model's impact on students referred,
assessed, identified, and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1989-90 school year
was evaluated in terms of the students' number, ethnicity, gender, and age as described in this
report.

Panmlatinn naramatara

California has 106 community colleges. As of July 1, 1989, 103 community colleges had
credentialed and certified learning disabilities specialists who provided assessment and services
to students with learning disabilities. These colleges wers asked to submit data on each student
who went through the assessment process between July 1, 1989 and June 30,1990, Data were
requested on (a} students who completed the process and were eligible for services, (b) students who
were found ineligible, and (¢) students who started but did not complete the assessment process, All
103 community colleges responded.

A total of 11,269 student records was received and of these, 11,039 were entered, representing 97.96
percent of students who were assessed for learning disabilities using the LD ehgibility model from
July 1, 1989 through June 30, 1990. The difference was due to redundancies, the narrowed age range
of at least 16 years of age, the fact that some students made the initial appointment but did not
complete the process, and coding errors at the colleges.

Materialg

In the early summer of 1989, a letter was sent to all superviging administrators of Disabled Student
Programs and Services, requesting that information on the students assessed for learning
disabilities using the eligibility model be sent to the Chancellor's Office by July 15, 1989. Attached

to this letter were the Ways and Means Subcommuttee's alternative language, the LD Eligibility
Model Data Form, and directions for completing the data collection form (see Appendix B).

The data collection form provided space for the student's 1dentification number, sex, age, and
racial or ethme grouping In addition, cutcome information regarding each of the seven eligibility
components was required: (1) Intake Screening, (2) Measured Achievement, (3) Adaptive
Behavior, (4} Ability Level, (5) Processing Deficit, (6) Aptitude-Achievement, and (7) Ehgbility
Recommendation. The outcome of assessing each student on components (2) through (6) was coded
as: Y = yes, the component was met; PC = professional certification was used to meet the
component; PN = professional certification was used but the component was nat met; N = no, the
component was not met; and NA = the component was not administered The Intake Screeming
component (1) was coded either Y = yes, the component was administered or N = no, the component
was not administered. The Eligibility Determination component (7) was coded as Y = yes, the
component was met, N = no, the component was not met, or NA = the component was not
admimnistered. The last column on the data form permitted recording of whether or not additional
services beyond assessment were provided for the student involved in the eli;lity process.

-
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Procedures

The surveys were mailed in the early summer of 1989. Chancellor's Office personnel were
available to assist with questions or concerns regarding the completion of the data forms. As forms
were returned, a staff member assigned a number code for each college and made a duplicate copy
of the completed form. The original copy was filed in a binder, and the data logged. The duplicate
copy was given to the data entry personnel. Follow-up calls were made to colleges that had not
responded by July 15th, as well as to colleges that returned forms that were incomplete or incorrect
(such as two racial groups listed for a student or "yes" and "no" indicated for the same
component). While most colleges submitted the required information by July 31, 1989, a number of
colleges were tardy in their submission and one data set was not received at the Institute for
Research in Learning Disabilities, University of Kansas, until March 29, 1991.

Data entry

The following information was entered into the computer file for each student reported on the
college's data form: the assigned college three-digit code, student identification number, gender,
age, race, eligibility component outcome codes, and added services. If the student identification
number, age level, racial, or gender code was incomplete, the college was contacted and requested
to supply the missing information.

Student cases received, but not entered for analysis, were students whose ages were below 16 years,
students with other primary disabilities, students who had been assessed prior to July 1, 1989, and
students who were not scheduled to complete the assessment procedures unti} after June 30, 1990
For each college, the total number of cases received and the total number of cases entered were
recorded accompanied by a statement explaining any deleted cases.

Data wverificatinn

Measures were taken to assure that the student information collected 1n the survey had been
accurately entered in the computer file. One staff member at the California Community College
Chancellor's Office, with previous experience in data entry for research on the impact of the
Learning Disabilities’ Ehgibility Model, performed all the data entry for forms that were
submitted. Some colleges submitted data in floppy disks. These files were merged by a staff
member at the Chancellor's Office and formatted to interface with computers at the University of
Kansas for data analyses. In the event that either omissions or data entry errors occurred, the
necessary corrections were made.
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BRESULTS
Overview

The results of this study have been organized to describe the number of students referred,
1dentified, and receiving services 1n the colleges’ learning disahilities’ programs. Information
ahout these students’ age, gender, and ethnicity is presented

Two perspzctives might be used in evaluating data: qualitative and quantitative. The quahtative
perspectiva may involve visually examining different numerical values such as percentages and
comparing the similanty of the values with one's own expectation of what those values should be.
Thus, 1n this perspective the individual's judgment is essential to setting the standards and
evaluating the data against the standards. A quantitative analysis may involve statistical
calculatiors which evaluate the extent to which the observed percentages are similar to the
percentages expected from a probability model. In the quantitative perspective the individual also
makes choices such as which statistics to use and the standard against which the data are
compared, but the actual test of observed data against the expected data 18 independent of the
individual In these results, three statistics were calculated: a) chi-square, b) Cramer's
correlatior. coefficient, and ¢) effect size. In both qualitative and quantitative perspectives similar
questions are addressed, but decisions are made from different perspectives and thus, differing
conclusions are quite possible.

Degerintions of the Student Grounines

Svstem-widae stndent enrnllment  Comparisons involved the referral sample and the fall
enrollmens figures for 1989. These enrcllment figures included 1,407,694 students who were
enrolled fcll-time or part-time, and attended either day time or evening, credit or non-credit
classes.

Refarrad ssndents  Referred students were those students who initiated the identification
procedures used in the learning disabilities ehigibility model. The 103 community college
districts that participated, reported information on 11,269 students who in the 1983-90 academuc
year were referred for assessment. However, as explained 1in the Procedures section, data on
11,039 students were used in these analyses. This sample of 11,039 is 97 96% of the total students on
whom information was received Deletions included 34 students who were less than 16 years of
age.

Tdantified atudenta Identified studenta included those 6,878 students who qualified on each of the
seven comaonents of the eligibility model. If a student failed to meet the criterion on any one of the
seven ehgbility components, s'he was not identified as learming disabled.

Served students Served students included those 7,050 students who recerved DSPS services other
than the assessment procedures used to judge LD eligbility. Confusion 1s hikely in that more
students are receiving services than the number meeting eligibility. The best explanation 1s that
LD specialists provided some other forms of assistance to these students for which they did not
recewve state funding, but rather were supported by local funding. These added services might be
assistance with registration, enrollment 1n a note-taking or study slkills class, academic
advisemer:t, and follow-up or subsequent monitoring of academc progress.

Are. Gendar. and Racial Factar Ontromee

Numerical data on the colleges’ total enrollment and students referred, 1dentified, and served in
LD programs are provided 1n Table 1 These data are grouped into nominal categores of age,

Learming Disabilifies Ehgibility Qutcomes: 1989-90 10/11/91 5
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BESULTS
Oyerview

The results of this study have been organized to describe the number of students referred,
identified, and receiving services in the colleges' learning disabilities’ programs. Information
about these students’ age, gender, and ethnicity is presented.

Two perspectives might be used in evaluating data: qualitative and quantitative, The qualitative
perspective may involve visually examining different numerical values such as percentages and
comparing the similanty of the values with one's own expectation of what those values should be.
Thus, 1n this perspective the individual's judgment is essential to setting the standards and
evaluating the data against the standards. A quantitative analysis may involve statistical
caleulations which evaluate the extent to which the observed percentages are simular to the
percentages expected from a probability model. In the quantitative perspective the individual also
makes choices such as which statisties to use and the standard against which the data are
compared, but the actual test of observed data against the expected data 18 independent of the
individual. In these results, three statistics were calculated: a) chi-square, b) Cramer's
correlation coefficient, and c) effect size. In bath quahtative and quantitative perspectives similar
questions are addressed, but decisions are made from different perspectives and thus, diffening
conclusions are quite possible.

Deaerintiona of the Student Grounines

Svstem-anda stidant enrallment  Comparisons involved the referral sample and the fall
enrollment figures for 1989. These enrollment figures included 1,407,694 students who were
enrolled full-time or part-time, and attended either day time or evening, credit or non-credit
classes.

Referred stndants  Referred students were those students who imitiated the identification
procedures used n the learning disabilities eligibility model. The 103 community college
districts that partiapated, reported information on 11,269 students who 1n the 1989-90 academic
year were referred for assessment. However, as explamed in the Procedures section, data on
11,039 students were used in these analyses This sample of 11,039 is 97 96% of the total students on
whom information was received. Deletions included 34 students who were less than 16 years of
age.

Tdentified stude, ta. Identified students included those 6,878 students who qualified on each of the
seven components of the elijility model. If a student failed to meet the criterton on any one of the
seven eli;rbility components, s/he was not 1dentified as learming disabled.

Servad studenta Served students included those 7,050 students who received DSPS services other
than the assessment procedures used to judge LD ehgibility, Confusion 1s likely in that more
students are receiving services than the number meeting eh@bility The best explanation 1s that
LD specialists provided some other forms of assistance to these students for which they did not
receive state funding, but rather were supported by local funding. These added services might be
assistance wath regstration, enrollment 1n a note-taking or study slulls class, academic
advisement, and follow-up or subsequent monitoring of academic progress.

Ara. Gender. and Ramal Factar Outcomes

Numerical data on the colleges' total enrollment and students referred, 1dentified, and served 1n
LD programs are provided in Table 1. These data are grouped 1nto nominal categories of age,
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gender, and ethnicity as used in the Chancellor's Office. These nominal categores are labeled in
the left hand or first column of Table 1. For example, the first nominal grouping for the age factor

is the 16-17 year olds. The second column includes the numbers of students from the total

community college enrollment included in each grouping, while the third column includes the

percent value of the particular grouping based on the total enrollment of 1,407,694. For the age

factor, these two columns could not be completed for 1989-90 because figures from the Chancellor's
Office for previously used age groups were not available. However, data for the sex and ethnicity
factors were available.

Table 1

Frequency and percenta of age, gender, and ethnic characteristics

Grouping Total
Factor College

Column No.: No. Pct.*
(1) (2 3)

Age

1617 (Age groups

18 from the

)2} Chancellor's Office

20-24 did not match )

25-29

3049

50-over

Total 1,407,694 100

Gender

Females 790,632 56.16

Males 608,504 43.30

Unknown 7,558 054

Total 1,407,604 100

Ethnicity

American Indian 16,766 119

Asian 132,880 944

Black 94102 668

Filipino 36,776 261

Hispame 237,450 16.87

Whate 796,636 56.59

Other - -

Unknown/Missing 93134 6.62

Total 1,407,694 100

Referred
Ne. Pet.*
4 &
155 14

1120 10.1
134 121
2587 234
1,719 15.6
3,776 34.2
a4 31
11,039 100
6319 57.2
4,720 428
11,039 100
n 25
267 24
1,087 99
106 1.0
1,800 16.3
.20 66.3
121 1.1
167 1.5
11,039 100

Identified as

Eligible
No. Pect.*
(6) (D

1068 15
72 105
838 122
1,563 22.7
1,067 15.5
2374 34.5
209 3.0
6,878 100
3,789 55.1
3,089 449
6,878 100
166 24
135 20
608 a8

a7 08
1,084 158
4,686 681

66 1.0

1 11
6,878 100

Served
No. Pet.*
& (9

n7 1.7
T 10.3
847 12.0
1,621 230
1,008 158
2424 34.4
20 31
7,060 100
3559 56 2
3081 438
7,050 100
185 26
152 22
700 99
61 09
1,151 163
4627 65.8
;. 1.1

9% 14
7,050 100

* Note Pct. = percent These percent values epproxamate 100% due to rounding and truncation.
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As a reference in this description of the table's contents, the Females (column number 1 under the
Gender factor) will be used. Of the total community college enrollment, 790,632 were females
(column 2, which was 56.16% (column 3) of 1,407,694, Information on the number and percent of
students in each nominal grouping who were referred to the LD programs is included in columns
four and five. For example, 11,039 students were referred to the program. In this data set 6,319
were females. As a percent, female students were 57.2% of all referred students.

Informaticn on the number and percent of students who were 1dentified as LD 1s included in
columns s.x and seven. In this sample 6,878 students were identified as learning disabled. The
femnale grcup included 3,789 students which was 55.1% of all students identified.

The number and percent of students in each grouping who were served in the LD programs are
designated 1n ecolumns eight and nine, respectively. The total number of students receiving
services was 7,050. This number included 3,959 female students, 56.2% of all students identified
during 1989-90 and.receiving LD services. (Obviously, more than 7,050 students are receiving
services ir. the LD programs for which the colleges are receiving supplemental funding, but those
additional students were-identified in prior years and are not the focus of this report.)

Statistical information has ben collapsed into Table 2. The statistics have been grouped to
include age, gender, and ethni¢-groupings and to examine these groups in terms of elimbility and
additional services For each grouping, only those students were included who were admimstered
all relevant components of the eligibility model used to identify students with learning
disabihities and needing services Operationally, this rule required that information was
available cn the outcome of the Eligibility Determination Component and the question regarding
whether the student was receiving additionia] services. Three statistics are included in the tabls.
(a) chi-square, (b) Cramer's coefficient, and {c) effect size.

Chi-square was used as an index of statistical independence. For example, was the eligihlity
outcome independent of the grouping factor, such as‘g@nder grouping? This statistic is very
sensitive to any deviations of the proportions, even those deviations which have limited meaning
A second 1mportant consideration is that the chi-square tast 1s an overall test. Thus, if the observed
values in any two cells depart a critical distance from the expected values, that test result will be
treated as significant. Related to this consideration is a third.point and that is, the cumulative
effect of even small differences may yield statistically signiﬁc\sﬁ results. The chi-square test
does not indicate which specific percentage values are comparable or different from the statistical
model's expected values. S
The second index, Cramer's coefficient, was used to assess the degre;\ or magmtude of statistical
associatior. The upper value of the coefficient is 1 00, meaning a complete dependence between the
two variables. The lower limit is 0.00, meaning no association. N

N
The third index, effect size (Cohen, 1977), addresses the question. How much dependence exists
between tae outcome on one variable, e.g., 1dentification or added services, and ‘a second variable,
e.g , age, gender, or ethnicity? The values range from 00%, meaning no dependence, to 100%,
meaning total accountability for the outcome.
Age related factors No comparisons were possible between age groups of students in the'total
community college population and students in the referral sample, since the age groups provided
by the Chancellor's Office for 1989-90 did not match the age groups adapted for the Cahfomia\
Postsecondary Education Commission report. While thought was given to revising the age groups
for this year's CPEC report to match the data from the Chancellor's Office, this alternative was not
adapted, mnce revision would have precluded comparisons among age groups 1n the three other
years for which the project has been mandated.
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As a reference in this description of the table's contents, the Females (column number 1 under the
Gender factor) will be used. Of the total community college enrollment, 790,632 were females
(column 2), which was 56.16% (column 3) of 1,407,694. Information on the number and percent of
students in each nominal grouping who were referred to the LD programs is included in columns
four and five. For example, 11,039 students were referred to the program. In this data set 6,319
were females. As a percent, female students wera 57.2% of all referred students.

Information on the number and percent of students who were identafied as LD is included in
columns six and seven. In this sample 8,878 students were identified as learning disabled. The
female group included 3,789 students which was 55.1% of ail students identified.

The number and percent of students in each grouping who were served in the LD programs are
designated in columna eight and nine, respectively. The total number of students receiving
services was 7,060. This number included 3,959 female students, 56.2% of all students identified
during 1989-90 and receiving LD services. (Obviously, more than 7,050 students are recelving
services in the LD programs for which the colleges are receiving supplemental funding, but those
additional students were identified in prior years and are not the focus of this report.)

Statistical information has been collapsed into Table 2. The statistics have been grouped to
include age, gender, and ethnic groupings and to examine these groups in terms of elhigpbility and
additional services. For each grouping, only those students were included who were administered
all relevant components of the eligibility model used to identify students with learning
disabilities and needing services. Operationally, this rule required that information was
available on the outcome of the Eligibility Determination Component and the question regarding
whether the student was receiving additional services. Three statistics are included 1n the table:_
(a) chi-square, (b) Cramer's coefficient, and (¢) effect size.

Chi-square was used as an index of statistical independence. For example, was the eligibility
outcome independent of the grouping factor, such as gender grouping? This statistic is very
sensitive to any deviations of the proportions, even those deviations which have limited meaning
A second important consideration is that the chi-square test is an overall test. Thus, 1f the observed
values in any two cells depart a critical distance from the expected values, that test result will be
treated as significant. Related to this consideration 1s a third point and that 18, the cumulative
effect of even small differences may yield statistically significant results. The chi-square test
does not indicate which specific percentage values are comparable or different from the statistical
model's expeeted values.

The second 1ndex, Cramer's coefficient, was used to assess the degree or magnitude of statistical
association. The upper value of the coefficient is 1.00, meaning a complete dependence between the
two variables. The lower limit 18 0.00, meanIng no association,

The third index, effect s1ze (Cohen, 1977), addresses the question: How much dependence exists
between the cutcome on one varable, e.g., :'dentification or added services, and a second vanable,
e g, age, gender, or ethnicity? The values range from .00%, meaning no dependence, to 100%,
meaning total accountability for the outcome.

Avre related factors No comparsons were possible between age groups of students 1n the total
community college population and students 1n the referral sample, since the age groups provided
by the Chancellor's Office for 1989-90 did not match the age groups adaptad for the California
Postsecondary Education Commussion report. While thought was given to revising the age groups
for this year's CPEC report to match the data from the Chancellor's Office, this alternative was not
adapted, since revision would have precluded comparisons among age groups 1n the three other
years for which the project has been mandated.
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Table 2

Statistical Relations Among Age, Gender, and Ethnic Characteristics by Eligibility and
Additional Services Outcomes

Eligibility Additional Services
Grouping Chi- Cramer's Effect Chi. Cramer's Effect
Factor Square v Size(%) Square v Size(%)
Age 51.28* .05 6.82 34.35* 04 5.58
Gender 52.55* 07 6.90 9.41* 03 2.92
Ethnicity 116.02* 07 10.25 4257 04 621

Nots: *Statstcally significant with p < 0.001

Among the identified students the percents for each age grouping closely paralleled their
representation among the referred students. Similarly, among the students receiving added
services the age grouping percentages again were comparable to the referral percentages. The
calculated differences were less than one percent for any group.

From Table 2, the reader will note that the chi-square statistic did detect a reliable difference
across the different age groups. This difference was noted in both the identified and served
student groups, However, both Cramer's coefficient and the effect size were very small

Gender ralated factors In the referral sample, males were evidenced less frequently (0.5%) than
they were in the total college population. Conversely, females were over-represented by slightly
more than one percent. This finding 18 in contrast to the previous (1988-89) academic year, when
males were evidenced more frequently 1n the referral sample than 1n the total college population
(by a difference of 2%), while females were under-represented by the same percentage (2%)

Among those students identified as having learning disabilities and receiving services, the
percentage values for males (43.8%) increased by 0 5% over their representation in the total
population, which was 43 30%. The percentage value for females 1dentified as having learmng
disabilities and receiving services (56.2%) increased by 0 04% over their representation in the
total population (56.16%). The chi-square test (in Table 2) detected the differences as reliable
differences from the expected values. However, the degree of association and the amount to which
1dentification or receiving additional services were dependent on the student’s gender were very
smail This conclusion was based on the computed values for Cramer's coefficient and the effect
size, which were .07 and 6.9%, respectively, for students identified, and 03 and 2.92%,
respectively, for students receiving additional services.

Ethnie related factors Marked differences were evidenced between the percent of the total student
population belonging to each of the ethnic groups and the percent of the referred students from the
same ethnic groups For example, while Asians comprised 9 44% of the student population, Asians
were only 2.4% of the referred students One might speculate on a number of reasons for such a
difference, e.g., overall achievement level, enrollment patterns, college goals, attributions of
successful and unsuccessful athievement, scheduling patterns, motivation, counseling, and
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advisement. These explanations and others were not addressed in the data collection efforts.
Similarly, Blacks represented approximately 6.68% of the total student population and were
represented more frequently in the referred sample, approximately 9.9%. The largest difference
in relative magnitude was evidenced among White students, who comprised 56.59% of the
enrollmen- but 65.3% of the referrals. As in the other ethnic groupings, one can only gpeculate
about the differences in the proportions of the population and the referral.

In reviewing the percentages among the ethnic groups of the identified students and the students
recerving additional services, the reader will note similar percentages as in the referral sample.
For the identified students, the percentages were close to their values in the referral samples.
Fewer students were iz:albtiﬁed as eligible than students referred, except for Whites, whose
percentage increased. The'largest difference was that Whites were more likely identified; the
difference was 2 8% (68 1 - 6523 = 2.8). Nonetheless, the percentage of White students receiving
additional services (65.6%) was unly 0.3 percent more than the percentage of White students
referred (65.3%), and almost 3% 1¥gs than the percentage of White students identified as eligible
(68.1%).

served were similar to the percentages 1n the referral
sample. The differences were less than ong percent for any ethnic group, just as the differences
were among the age groupings. Thus, while\the percentages showed variation between referred
and identified groups, the percentage differenbgs were minimal between referred students and
served students,

Interestingly, the percentages of studen

\
Ethnicity Jata from Table 2 indicate that statistical’yalues are similar in magnitude, but also are
larger than those values associated with age and gender factors. The chi-square was significant,
for outcomres on both identification and added services. e respective chi-square values were
116.02 and 42.57. The correlation between the identificatidp outcome and the ethnic group
membership was .07 Added services were provided with httle appreciable distinction based on
ethme membership. Cramer's coefficient, a measure of assobjation, was calculated as .04.
Likewise, the effect size was minimal {06.21%). Recall that et size is a numencal index
indicating the degree to which provision of added services could De attributed to one's ethnic
memberskip.

Table 3 was constructed to synthesize a vanety of referral, ehigibility, and services information
The columns are organized for the different ethnic groups and the last cdlumn 1s the total for the
rows The row labeled "Referrals” (1) indicates the number of students, 11,039, who 1nitiated the
elignbility assessment procedures by completing a consent form and one oA\more of the ehgibihity
componenzs. However, not all students who started the eligibility componenty completed the
process. Some students chose not to continue for unknown reasons. The most\mportant
componen: is the Elygbility Determination component because this component is the decision
point at which students are identified or not identified as eligible for learning digabilities
services. The number of students for whom this decision was not made was labeled “"Not
Admimstered" (2), meaning the component was not administered. The total numbey, of students
for whom this determination was not made was 1,120.

The third row (3) of Table 3 reflects the actual number of students who thus could have baen eligible
if they had completed all of the components. This row 18 called "Net referrals” and constjtuted
9,919 stuaents Row four (4) includes the student count i1dentified as having learning didabilities
This couns (6,878) would indicate the potential students who might be expected to receive services
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advisement. These explanations and others were not addressed in the data collection afforts,
Similarly, Blacks represented approximately 6.68% of the total student population and were
represented more frequently in the referred sample, approximately 9.9%. The largest difference
in relative magnitude was evidenced among White students, who comprised 56.59% of the
enrollment but 65.3% of the referrals. As in the other ethnic groupings, one can only speculate
about the differances in the proportions of the population and the referral.

In reviewing the percentages among the ethnmic groups of the identified students and the students
receiving additional services, the reader will note similar percentages as in the referral sample
For the identified students, the percentages were close to their values in the referral samples.
Fewer students were identified as eligible than students referred, except for Whites, whose
percentage increased. The largest difference was that Whites were more likely identified; the
difference was 2.8% (68.1 - 65.3 = 2.8). Nonetheless, the percentage of White students receiving
additional services (65.6%) was only 0.3 percent more than the percentage of White students
referred (65.3%), and almost 3% less than the percentage of White students 1dentified as eligible
{68.1%).

Intereatingly, the percentages of students served were similar to the percentages in the referral
sample. The differences were less than one percent for any ethnic group, just as the differences
were among the age groupings. Thus, while the percentages showed vanation between referred
and identified groups, the percentage differences were minimal between referred students and
served students.

Ethmeity data from Table 2 indicate that statistical values are similar in magnitude, but also are
larger than those values associated with age and gender factors, The chi-square was sigmficant
for outcomes on both identification and added services. The respective chi-square values were
116.02 and 42.57. The correlation between the identification outcome and the ethnic group
membership was .07. Added services were provided with httle appreciable distinction based on
ethnic membership. Cramer's coefficient, a measure of association, was calculated as 04.
Likewise, the effect size was mimimal (06.21%). Recall that effect size is a numerical index
indicating the degree to which provision of added services could be attributed to one's ethnic
membership.

Table 3 was constructed to synthesize a vanety of referral, eligibility, and services information.
The columns are organized for the different ethnic groups and the last column is the total for the
rows The row labeled "Referrals” (1) indicates the number of students, 11,039, who mitiated the
eligibility assessment procedures by completing a consent form and one or more of the ehgbility
components. Howaever, not all students who started the eligibility components completed the
process. Some students chose not to continue for unknown reasons. The most 1mportant
component is the Eligibility Determination component because this component is the decision
point at which students are identified or not identified as ehigible for learning disabilities
services. The number of students for whom this decision was not made was labeled "Not
Admimstered” (2), meaning the component was not administered. The total number of students
for whom this determination was not made was 1,120.

The third row (3) of Table 3 reflects the actual number of students who thus could have been ehmble
if they had completed all of the components. This row 1s called "Net referrals" and constituted
9,919 students. Row four (4) includes the student count 1dentified as having learning disabilities
This count (6,878) would indicate the potential students who might be expected to receive services.
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Row five (5) provides these counts computed as percents of the "Net Referrals.”" That is, the percent
of the net referrals of a given ethnic group who were identified as eligible for learning

disabilities’ services. For example, looking at the first column of the 271 American Indian
students referred, 41 did not complete the identification procedures, thus 230 students completed the
procedures. Of these 230 students, 165 students were judged eligible. These 165 students computed
to a 71.7% eligibility rate, the highest percentage among the ethnic groupings. For the other ethme
groups, tha percent eligible ranged from 57.4% for the Asians to 71.5% for the Whites. The average
eligibility rate was 69 3%.

Rows six {8) and seven (7) provide information on students receiving LD services. These values
were based on gnly those students who were eligible for services, As these values indicate, fewer
students were receiving LD services than were eligible for them. The percentage values ranged
from a low of 82.5% for Filipinos to a high of 89.1% for American Indian students. A consistent
pattern seams apparent, since students of American Indian ethnicity also had the highest
percentage for those evaluated as eligible.

Rows eighs (8) and nine (9) indicate the number and percentage of referred students who may or
may not have been found eligible but were receiving additional services. A visual inspection of
rows four and eight indicates that for all ethnic groups more students were receiving services than
were identified as eligible, except for White students. From the referred American Indian
students (o =271), 185 (68.3%) were receiving added services beyond the eligibility assessment
services. The percentages were generally in the mid-60% range, with three exceptions - Asians
(56.9), Filipinos (57.5%) and Missing (57.5%). The data do not provide any clues regarding the
basis of this phenomenon.
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Row five (5) provides these counts computed as percents of the "Net Referrals." That is, the percent
of the net referrals of a given ethnic group who were identified as eligible for learning

disabilities' services. For example, looking at the first column of the 271 Amencan Indian
students referred, 41 did not romplete the identification procedures, thus 230 students completed the
procedures. Of these 230 students, 165 students were judged eligible. These 165 students computed
to a 71.7% eligihility rate, the highest percentage among the ethnic groupings. For the other ethnie
groups, the percent eligible ranged from 57.4% for the Asians to 71.5% for the Whites. The average
eligibility rate was 69.3%.

Rows six (6) and seven (7) provide information on students receiving LD services. These values
were based on gnly those students who were eligible for services. As these values indicate, fower
students were receiving LD services than were eligible for them. The percentage values ranged
from a low of 82.5% for Filipinos to a high of 89.1% for Amencan Indian students. A consistent
pattern seems apparent, since students of American Indian ethnicity also had the highest
percentage for those evaluated as eligible.

Rowa eight (8) and nine (9) indicate the number and percentage of referred students who may or
may not have been found eligible but were receiving additional services. A visual inspection of
rows four and eight indicates that for all ethnic groups more students were receiving services than
were 1dentified as eligible, except for White students. From the referred American Indian
students (n = 271), 185 (68.3%) were receiving added services beyond the ehgbility assessment
services. The percentages were generally in the mid-60% range, with three exceptions - Asians
(56.9), Filipinos (57.5%) and Missing (57 5%). The data do not provide any clues regarding the
basis of this phenomenon,
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DISCUSSION

In this section, the results of the study are reviewed and a set of issues relevant to the data is
presented. This report describes characteristics, i.e., age, gender, and race, in four student
groupings of the college population: (a) the students enrolled in the fall of 1989 {except for age
groups, since the groupings from the Chancellor's Office did not match the age groups adopted for
the four-year project); (b) the students referred for evaluation on the LD eligibility model; (¢) the
students found eligible on the LD eligibility model, i.e., identified as having learning
disabilities; and (d) the students who received additional services from the LD programs.
Comparisons of those characteristics were made among the four student groupings. This year's
report also includes comparisons of the community college LD population with the general student
population in California community colleges, except for the age factor.

The 1989-90 age, gender, and ethnicity data are consistent with the data gathered in the two
previous years. Therefore, the discussion and 1ssues raised in the 1988-89 report to CPEC remain
relevant.

As previously mentioned in the "Results” section, no comparisons were possible between age
groups of students in the total community college population and students in the referral sample,
since the age groups provided by the Chancellor's Office for 1989-90 did not match the age groups
adapted for the California Postsecondary Education Commission report. Thought was given to
revising the age groups for this year's CPEC report to match the data from the Chancellor's Office;
however, this alternative was not adapted, since revision would have precluded comparisons
among age groups in the three other years for which the project has been mandated. Correct data
will be available for the 1990-91 annual report.

Among the age groups of students who were referred, identified as eligible, and served,
percentages were similar. Variations were less than one percent for any group.

For the gender factor, the observed proportions differed from expected values 1n a statistically
significant manner. Males were more likely to be eligible than were females. Males were 43.30%
of the community college population, though only 42.8% of the male students were referred for LD
assessment Males were 44,9% of the students eligible and 43.8% of the students receiving
services. Females comprise the majority in both the California commumty college population
(56.16%) and the students referred (57.2%), as well as those identified as eligible (55 1%) and
receiving services (56 2%). These percentages show the impact of small varations on the chi
square statistie, which indicated a statistically significant difference.

On ethnic factors, significant differences were found in examining the proportions of Asians and
Filipinos n the student population and their proportions in the referral sample These ethnic
groups were under-referred in proportion to their inclusion in the student population. Among the
identafied LD populations, proportional differences were also noted. The proportions of students
eligible in each racial group were not equivalent. However, while gender and racial factors
demonstrated a statistically significant relationship with the eligibility outcome, these
characteristics do not notably affect the eligibility decision. Other factors were suggested as
having a cumulatively greater effect. These factors may include. socio-economie level, language
fluency, educational history, referral process, support services, availability of services,
scheduling of services, campus population characteristics, administrative support, level of
aspiration, and motivation. However, one should also be cognizant that gender end race may
explain the relationship to a greater degree than any other factor. Which other factors are
1mmportant i8 presently unknown.

Considering the demographic characteristics included in Table 1, the Asian population is

consistently under-represented in the referral process to the California community college LD
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programs and thus under-represented in the LD programs. This difference might be explained
by: (1) language differences which could result in a lack of understanding of some Asian
students sbout student services, (2) cultural differences regarding attaitudes about special
education and support, and (3) few valid informal and formal assessment procedures are
available “or English as a Second Language students with the community college's age groups.

An examination of the proportional representation statistics for the colleges suggests that the lack
of proport-onal representation for Asians and males may be a referral issue rather than an
eligibility issue.

From the number of inquiries to the Chancellor's Office during the current year, confusion
regarding the terms "additional services" still remains. "Additional services" might be
interpreted to include a brief appointment with a specialist, enrollment in a special class, or a
phone call or accommodations. These data, thus, should be cautiously interpreted. Reaszons for
students not receiving additional services as individually defined by the campus learning
disabilities specialists might be: (1) full services were delayed until the next term, (2) some
students refused serwvices, (3) some students may not need the accommodations until they enroll 1n
a particular class where their disability is manifested. An important consideration is to note that
college learning disabilities gpecialists are aware that no categorical monies are received for
students who do not meet the eligibility model. Non-LD students are served at cost to the local
college. .
Issues. Various issues were 1dentifiedip the report presented to CPEC in the "Demographic
Characteristics - Learning Disabilities Eligibility Model, 1988-1989." These issues remain
important factors impacting the results an us are restated in the following text as a frame of
reference .

The Chanzellor's Office values equitable, aceuratejunbiased, and consistent assessment of
students As one attempts to judge the extent to which'these standards are met, the realization 1s
apparent that the terms have different meanings to dlﬂ'e}e\nt people. Thus, to evaluate these
standards! conceptual and cperational definitions and evalyuation criteria must be agreed upon
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1976).

An assumption seems to be that a parity model 1s appropriate in &yaluating the ehgibility model.
That is, th= model is equitable to the extent that students are includedjn proportion to the extent that
their grou occurs mn the population The question 13: What is the baslg for using parity as the
eriterion”? Are other criteria important? The data also indicated that referral rates were not
representstive of the population and thus the placement proportions likely would not mirror the
population either

A second sssumption seems to be that students as members of a particular age, \gender, or racial
grouping are all alike because of their membership in that particular grouping ch an
assumption is unfounded and in fact contrary to the concept of individual differentes.

AN
As indicatad in the report, the factors of age, gender, and race account for little impact 6u the
ehgblity outcome. Thus, an important next step is the determination of factors other than those
assessed in the eligibility model which contribute to the eligibility outcome. .

Although statistical indices are frequently accepted as a measure of fairness, they too have a
narrow inzerpretation. Unfairness, even if 1t occurs for a particular student 1n one setting is stl
injustice. The case also can be made that the numbers may look "right,” but yet not be sensitive td
particular factors affecting fairness, accuracy, and equity.
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programs and thus under-represented in the LD programs. This difference might be explained
by: (1) language differences which could result in a lack of understanding of some Asian
students about student services, (2) cultural differences regarding attitudes about special
education and support, and (3) few valid informal and formal assessment procedures are
availabl» for English as a Second Language students with the community college’s age groups.

An examination of the proportional representation statistica for the colleges suggests that the lack
of proportional representation for Asians and males may be a referral issue rather than an
eligibility issue.

From the number of inquiries to the Chancellor's Office during the current year, confusion
regarding the terms "additional services” still remains. "Additional services” might be
interpreted to include a brief appointment with a specialist, enrollment in a special class, or a
phone call or accommodations. These data, thus, should be cautiously interpreted. Reasons for
students not receiving additional services as individually defined by the campus learning
disabilities specialists might be: (1) full services were delayed until the next term, (2) some
students refused services, (3) some students may not need the accommodations until they enroll 1n
a particular class where their disability is manifested. An important consideration is to note that
college learning disabilities specialists are aware that no categorical monies are received for
students who do not meet the LD eligibility model. Non-LD students are served at cost to the local
college.

Isspes. Various issues were identified in the report presented to CPEC in the "Demographic
Characteristics - Learning Disabilities Eligibility Model, 1988-1989." These issues remain
important factors impacting the results and thus are restated in the following text as a frame of
reference.

The Chancellor's Office values equitable, accurate, unbiased, and consistent assessment of
students. As one attempts to judge the extent to which these standards are met, the realization is
apparent that the terms have different meanings to different people. Thus, to evaluate these
standards, conceptual and operational definitions and evaluation criteria must be agreed upon
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1978).

An assumption seems to be that a parity model 13 appropriate in evaluating the eligihility model.
That is, the model 1s equitable to the extent that students are included in proportion to the extent that
their group occurs 1n the population. The question is: What 1s the basis for using panty as the
eriterion? Are other criteria important? The data also indicated that referral rates were not
representative of the population and thus the placement proportions likely would not mirror the
population either.

A second assumption seems to be that students as members of a particular age, gender, or racial
grouping are all alike because of their membership in that particular grouping. Such an
assumption 13 unfounded and in fact contrary to the concept of individual differences

Asindicated 1n the report, the factors of age, gender, and race account for little mmpact on the
ehigibility outcome. Thus, an 1mportant next step 1s the determination of factors other than those
assessed 1n the elijibility model which contribute to the ehgblity outeome.

Although statistical indices are frequently accepted as a measure of fairness, they too have a
narrow mnterpretation. Unfairness, even if it oceurs for a particular student 1n one setting 1s stall
injustice. The case also can be made that the numbers may look "nght,” but yet not be sensitive to
particular factors affecting fairness, accuracy, and equity.
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In interpreting these data a seemingly important congideration is that students' participation is
strictly voluntary. Each student must sign a consent form indicating that s‘he agrees to the
agssessment. However, enroliment in other college programs and classes 18 not contingent upon
the results of the learning disabihities assessment. Understanding these basic paints 1s essential
when considering the colleges' LD programas.

An 13sue in these data is that "referred students” were operationally defined as those students for
whom the colleges' LD specialists had completed an Intake Interview. The number of students
who sought out the LD program or were recommended by someone else, e.g., counselor, class
instructor, ete., but did not choose to complete the initial interview process is unknown. Thus, the
sample used 1n this report muat be considered as a conservative estimate.

An issue related to the referral process is that the referral process lacks uniformity across
campuses, just as student demographics are not uniform across the campuses The availability of
services is clearly impacted by the constraints which hmt the services’ accessibihty to particular
students, e.g., services are available to only those students who are enrolled and generally for
those students who attend during the day. Additional factors hypothetically impacting the referral
process concern recruitment and the perception of the LD program on campus and in the
community. Recruitment issues include who does the recritment and where 1t 15 done

In an additional effort to improve the accuracy and consistency of students' evaluations, LD
specialists wers provided a computer program to asaist them in converting students’ earned scores
to standard scores and other scales. The Chancellor's Office developed the computer program so
that each specialist can easily obtain accurate scores for use in the eligibility procedures and can
report similar information as part of the legislature's research interests in the eligibility model.

Summary. In this Discussion section the results were brefly reviewed, and a variety of 1ssues
was presented concerning significant factors. Quite obviously, the 1ssues, like the results, are not
simple Thoughtful discussions are needed in understanding these data and recommending
policy changes.
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Item 6870-101-001 Ways and Means Staff
Learning Disabilities May 12,1988
Screening Model

ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE

It is the intent of the Legislature that community colleges provide support and instructional
services to students with learning chsabihties. It is further the intent of the Legislature that
community colleges continue the eligibility model implemented statewide in 1987-88 1n a manner
which affirms the state's commitment to educational equity and ensures accuracy and fairness in
determining student eligbility for the program. In keeping with these goals, the Chancellor's
Office shall do all of the following:

Data Collartion  Prior to September 30, 1988, the Chancellor's Office shall report to the Califormia
Postsecondary Education Commission {CPEC), the Legislative Analyst's Office, and the
Department of Finance on the number, ethnicity, gender, disability, and age of individuals
referred, _dentified, and receiving services as learning disabled (LD) students during the 1987-88
fiscal yea=. By February 1, 1989, CPEC shall review, comment, and make recommendations to the
legislative budget and policy committees based on these data.

Evalugtion. CPEC shall evaluate and report on the impact of the LD model on LD student
eligibility based on data collected between the 1987-88 through 1990-91 academic years. Prior to
January 1, 1992, the Chancellor's Office shall wrovide data to CPEC on the number, ethnicity,
gender, d’sability, and age of individuals who were referred, identified, and/or received services
as LD students in each academic year CPEC shal] review and comment to the legislative budget
and policy commttees on this report by March 1, 199@‘.

It is the intent of the Legislature that in the development of its review, CPEC shall convene an
adwisory committee composed of professionals with expeXrtise in (1) psychometric testing and
evaluation with respect to learning disabled adults, (2) thé impact of psychometric assessment
mnstruments on minority group students
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Item 6870-101-001 Ways and Means Staff
Learning Disabilities May 12,1988
Sereening Model
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evaluation with respect to learning disabled adults, (2) the impact of psychometric assessment
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INTRODUCTION

In 1982 the Chancellor's Office of the California community colleges formed a consortium to
improve and standardize assessment procedures that would identify students with learning
disabilities. The consortium's activities included the development of the eligibility components,
procedures, and criteria to be used in the colleges’ programs for students with learming disabilities
(LD) throvghout the state.

This colladorative effort produced standards for the eligibihty process, a learning disabilities
definition. and seven assessment components for identifying adults with learning disabilities
This model provided an operational definition of the LD construct and attempted to reduce or
eliminate the mnequities, incensistencies, and lases that characterized previous models. In the
fall of 1987 the new LD eligibility model was fully implemented at 103 California community
colleges and three adult education centers which offered programs and services to students with
LD.

On May 18, 1988 the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Higher Education of the state legislature
approved support for continuation of the s)?sgem-w-xde mmplementation of the Learning Disabilities'
Eligihility Model. The commttee also directed the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC) to evaluate and report on thq immpact of the LD model on student ebgmbility
based on cata collected over a four-year period from 1987-88 through 1990-91. (See Appendix A.)

This report describes the impact of the California community colleges' Learming Disabilities'
Eligability Model on the number, age, gender, and ethnlc group of individuals veferred, ident:fied,
and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1990-91 fiscal year. This report is the
fourth of tae four which were mandated. The format is similar to the format of previous reports to
facilitate the comparison of results from one year to another.

Learning Dmakilities Referrals, Ehgibiity Outcomes and Services for 1990-61 11/21/81 2
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INTRODUCTION
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(LD) throughout the state.
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definition, and seven assessment components for identifying adults wath learning disablities.
This model provided an operational definition of the LD construct and attempted to reduce or
eliminate the inequities, inconsistencies, and biases that charactenzed previous models. In the
fall of 1987 the new LD eligibility model was fully implemented at 103 California commumty
colleges and three adult education centers which offered programs and services to students with
LD.

On May 18, 1988 the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Higher Education of the state legislature
approved support for continuation of the system-wide implementation of the Learming Disabilities'
Eligibility Model. The committee also directed the California Postsecondary Education
Commssion (CPEC) to evaluate and report on the impact of the LD model on student eligihihty
based on data collected over a four-year period from 1987-88 through 1990-91. (See Appendix A.)

This report describes the impact of the California community colleges’ Learming Disabilities'
Eligibility Model on the number, age, gender, and ethnic group of individuals referred, identafied,
and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1990-91 fiscal year. This report 1s the
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facilitate the comparnson of results from one year to another.
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METHODS

The California community colleges fully implemented a system-wide learming disabihities
model in 1987. The model provides eligibility components, procedures, and critenia used for
identifying students with learming disabilities. This model's impact on students referred,
assessed, 1dentified, and receiving services as learning disabled during the 1990-91 school year
was evaluated in terms of the students’ number, ethnicity, gender, and age as described in this
report.

Ponnlation Parameters

California has 106 community colleges. As of July 1, 1988, 103 of the 106 community colleges had
credentialed and certified learning disabilities' specialists who provided services to students with
learning disabilities. These colleges were asked to submit data on each student who went through
the assessment process between July 1, 1990 and June 30, 1991. Data were requested on (a) students
who completed the process and were eligible for services, (b) students who were found ineligible,
and (c) students who started but did not complete the assessment process All 103 commumty
colleges responded.

A total of 12,320 student records was received and of these, 11,950 were entered, representing

97 percent of the total. The difference was due to duplicate student records, the narrowed age range
of at least 16 years of age, the fact that some students made the 1mihal appointment but did not
complete the process, and coding errors at the colleges. Deletions included 340 cases for which all
seven ehigibility components were coded "NA," meaning "Not administered.”

Materials

In the late spring of 1991, a letter was sent to all supervising administratora of Disabled Students’
Programs and Services (DSPS), requesting that information on the students assessed for learning
disabilities using the eligibility model be sent to the Chancellor's Office by July 15, 1991 Attached
to this letter were the Ways and Means Subcommuttee's alternative language, the LD Ehgibility
Model Data Form, and directions for completing the data collection form. (See Appendix B)

The data collection form provided space for the student's 1dentification number, sex, age, and
racial or ethnic grouping. In addition, outcome information regarding each of the seven ehmbility
components was required: (1) Intake Screening, (2) Measured Achievement, (3) Adaptive
Behavior, (4) Ability Level, (5) Processing Deficit, (6) Aptitude-Achievement, and (7) Ehgbility
Recommendation. The outcome of assessing each student on components (2) through (8) was coded
as: Y = yes, the component was met, PC = professional certification was used to meet the
component; PN = professional certification was used but the component was not met, N = no, the
component was not met, and NA = the component was not admimistered. The Intake Screening
component (1) was coded either Y = yes, the compoenent was admimistered or N = no, the component
was not administered, The Ehgibihty Determination component (7) was coded as Y = yes, the
component was met, N = no, the component was not met, or NA = the component was not
administered. The last column on the data form permutted recording of whether or not additional
services beyond assessment were provided for the student involved 1n the eligibility process This
mformation on services was coded Y = yes, additional services were provided, N = no additional
services were provided, or NA = additional service was not provided.

"earuang Dissbilities Rafiwrals, Elnbility Outcomes and Services for 1990 91 11/22/91 3



Procedures

The surveys were mailed in the spring of 1991 Chancellor's Office personnel were available to
assist with guestions or concerns regarding the completion of the data forms. As forms were
returned, a staff member assigned a number code for each college and made a duphcate copy of the
completed form. The original copy was filed in a binder, and the data logged. The duplicate copy
was given to the data entry personnel. Follow-up calls were made to colleges that had not responded
by July 15th, as well as t;c;“'leleges that returned forms that were incomplete or incorrect (such as two
racial groaps listed for a student or "yes" and "no" indicated for the same component). Most
colleges submitted the required ixeformatmn by July 31, 1991, and the data were forwarded to the
Institute “or Research in Learniftg Disabilities, University of Kansas (KU-IRLD). Two floppy
disks containing colleges’ data ﬁll";\(ere sent to KU-IRLD: the second arrived in the mail on
September 17,1991. .

Y,
Data Entry \\
The following information was entered in the ¢ puter file for each student reported on the
college's cata form' the assigned college threzs;.glt code, student identification number, gender,
age, race, the seven eligihlity component outcome dodes, and the code for added services. If the
student iaentification number, age level, racial, or gender code was missing, or 1f the eligibility
component outcome codes were incomplete, the college was contacted and requested to supply the
missing _nformation "

The 1mtizl codes for ethnicity included 22 classifications: 1) American Indian, 2) Asian,

3) Filipine 4) Black, non-Hispamic, 5) Hispanic, 6) White, non-Hispanie, 7) Other non-Whate,

8) Unknown, 9) Cambodian, 10) Central Amenican, 11) Chinese, 12) Japanese, 13) Korean, 14)
Laotian, 15) Mexican, 16) Middle Eastern, 17) Pacific Islander, 18) South American,

19) Vietnemese, 20) Other Asian, 21) Other Hispanic, and 22) Decline to state. In the course of data
analyses, some of the above groups had values too small to run proper statistical analyses ,e g,
Cambodian had a representation of five, and Laotian had mine. Thergfore, the 22 ethmeities were
collapsed nto eight groups: 1) American Indian, 2) Asian, 3) Filipind, 4) Black, 5) Hispane,

6) White, 7) Other non-White, and 8) Decline to state/Unknown.

N
Student cases received, but not entered for analysis, were students whose ages were below 16 years,
students with primary disabilities other than LD, students who had been assassed prior to July 1,
1990, and students who were not scheduled to complete the assessment procedures until after June 30,
1991 For each college, the total number of cases received and the total numberiof cases entered were
recorded accompamed by a statement explaining any deleted cases

Learmng Dheethities Referrals, Elgibility Outcomens and Services far 1990 91 11/21/91 4
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Qverview

The results of this study have been organized to describe the number of students referred,
1dentified, and receiving services in the colleges' learning disabilities' programs. Information
about these students’ age, gender, and ethnicity 18 presented. Additionally, statistics on the total
Califormia community college population were available with regard to students' age, gender, and
ethnicity, Comparisons among the total population and the students referred, 1dentafied, and
receiving LD program services with regard to age, gender, and ethmcity were made

Two perspectives might be used in evaluating data. qualitative and quantitative. The quahtative
perspective may involve visually examining different numerical values such as percentages and
comparing the similanty of the values with one's own expectations of what those values should be,
Thus, in this perspective the individual's judgment 1s essential to setting the standards and
evaluating the data against the standards. A quantitative analysis may involve statistical
calculations which evaluate the extent to which the observed percentages are similar to the
percentages expected from a probability model. In the quantitative perspective the individual also
makes choices such as which statistics to use and the standard aganst which the data are
compared, but the actual test of ocbserved data aganst the expected data 1s independent of the
indivadual. In these results, three statistics were calculated: a) chi-square, b) Cramer's
correlation coefficient, and c) effect size. In both qualitative and quantitative perspectives simular
questions are addressed, but decisions are made from different perspectives and thus, differing
conclusions are quite possible

Two reports were generated from the data analyses' 1) this report entitled “Learning Disabilities
Referrals, Eligibihity Outcomes and Services for 1990-91," and 2) field reports using individual
college data and disseminated to the respective LD specialists of participating colleges.

Deaserintinns of the Student Groumn g

Data for four student groupings were provided 1n the database 1) the total student population at
participating community colleges, 2) students referred for assessment in the learning disability
ehgibility model, 3) students who met the cntena for learning disabilities’ ehgibility, and

4) ehgnble students who were receiving DSPS services

Svatem-wide student enrollment. Comparisons involved the referral sample and the fall
enrollment figures for 1990. These enrollment figures included 1,400,680 students who wera
enrolled full-time or part-time, and attended either day time or evening, credit or non-credit
classes.

Referred stndents. Referred students were those students who imtiated the i1dentification
procedures used 1n the learning disabilities’ ehgibility model The 103 community college
districts that participated reported information on 12,320 students who in the 1990-91 academic year
were referred for assessment However, as explained 1n the Data Entry section, data on 11,950
students were used 1n these analyses

Ident:fied students, Identified students included those 7,715 students who qualified on each of the

seven components of the eligbihity model If a student fatled to meet the criterion on any one of the
seven ehgibility components, s/he was not 1dentified as learming disabled

Learmng Disabihtes Rafireals, Ehgybility Outcomes and Services for 1950-91 11/21/81



Qerved stndents Served students included those 7,873 students who received DSPS services other
than the apsessment procedures used to judge LD eligbihty Confusion is likely n that more
students were receiving services than the number meeting eli;hnlity. The best explanation 18 that
sts provided some other forms of assistance to these students for which they did not
receive state funding, but rather were supported by local funding. These added services might be
assistance| with registration, enrollment in a note-taking or study skills class, academic
advisemenlt, and follow-up or subsequent monitoring of academic progress.

Apo. (tender. and Ramal Faetar Outenmeas

Numencal data on the colleges' total enrollment and students referred, identified, and served in
LD programs are provided in Table 1 These data are grouped into nominal categories of age,
gender, ard ethnicity as used in the Chancellor's Office. These nominal categories are labeled in
the left hand or first column of Table 1 For example, the second nominal grouping for the age
factor is the 16-17 agestoup (Students 15 and younger, representing less than one percent of the
California community coltege population, were not included in the analyses.) The second column
includes the numbers of studeqts from the total community college enrollment included in each
grouping (2.g., 29,827 were 16-1gears of age), while the third column includes the percent value of
the particular grouping (16-17 year-olds constituted 2 13%) based on the total enrollment of
1,400,680.

As a reference in this description of the tables.contents, the 16-17 age group (in column number 1
under the Age factor) will be used As mentioned above, of the total community college

enrollmens, 29,827 were 16-17 years old (column 2}which was 2.13% (column 3) of 1,400,680.
Informaticn on the number and percent of students m,each nominal grouping who were referred to
the LD programs 1s included in columns four and five. aggregate of 11,950 students were
referred tc the program. In this data set 149 were 16-17 yeaxs old. As a percent, 16-17 year old
students were 1 2% of all referred students,

N
Informaticn on the number and percent of students who were identified as LD 1s 1ncluded in
columns s_x and seven. In this sample 7,715 students were 1dentified as learning disabled. The
16-17 year old group included 109 students which was 1 4% of all students 1dentified.

The number and percent of students in each grouping who were served ikﬁle LD programs are
designated 1n columns eight and nine, respectively. The total number of students receiving
services was 7,873. This number included 95 students who were 16-17 years old, 1.2% of all
students 11entified during 1990-91 and receiving LD services. (Obviously, more than 7,873
students sre receiving services 1in the LD programs for which the colleges are receiving
supplemental funding, but those additional students were 1dentified in prior years and are not the
focus of this report )

Learning Disamhities Referrala, Ehgibihty Outcomes and Services for 1990-91 11/21/91 6
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the left hand or first column of Table 1 For example, the second nominai grouping for the age
factor 13 the 16-17 age group. (Students 15 and younger, representing less than one percent of the
Califormia community college population, were not mncluded 1n the analyses.) The second column
includes the numbers of students from the total community college enrollment included in each
grouping (e.g., 29,827 were 16-17 years of age), while the third column includes the percent value of
the particular grouping (16-17 year-olds constituted 2.13%) based on the total enrollment of
1,400,680.

As a reference in this description of the table's contents, the 16-17 age group (in column number 1
under the Age factor) will be used As mentioned above, of the total community college

enrollment, 29,827 were 16-17 years old {column 2}, which was 2.13% (column 3) of 1,400,680.
Information on the number and percent of students in each nominal grouping who were referred to
the LD programs is included in columns four and five. An aggregate of 11,950 students were
referred to the program. In this data set 149 were 16-17 years old. As a percent, 16-17 year old
students were 1.2% of all referred students.

Information on the number and percent of students who were 1dentified as LD is included 1n
columns six and seven. In this sample 7,715 students were identified as learning disabled. The
16-17 year old group included 109 students which was 1 4% of all students 1dentified.

The number and percent of students in each grouping who were served 1n the LD programs are
designated 1n columns eight and nine, respectively The total number of students receiving
services was 7,873. This number included 95 students who were 16-17 years old, 1 2% of all
students 1dentified during 1990-91 and receiving LD services. {Obwviously, more than 7,873
students are receiving services 1n the LD programs for which the colleges are receiving
supplemental funding, but those additional students were 1dentified 1n prior years and are not the
focus of this report )
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Appendx E

Table 1

Frequency and percents of age, gender, and ethnic charactenstics

Grouping
Factor

Column No.:
(1)

Age

15-under
1617

18

B

2024
25.29
3049
50-over
Miseing

Total

Gender
Females
Males
Unknown

Total

Ethnicity
Amencan Indian
Asian

Black

Filipine
Hispamc

White

Other

Unknown/Missing

Total

Total
College
Noa. Pct.*

(2) (3)
13,553 097
26,827 213
95911 685
116579 832
348,348 24 87
210,832 1505
440,336 3144
145,204 1037

1,400,680 100
784583  56.01
610,936 43 62
5161 037

1,400,680 100
21,318 152
130,117 929
96,543 6 89
39,180 280
227332 16 23
746,943 5333
24427 1.74
114,820 820

1,400,680 100

Referred
No. Pet.*
(4) (3]
1499 12

1,236 103
1,376 11.5
253 237
1,359 156
4107 344
87 32

5 a0
11,960 100
6,865 57.7
5,055 423
11,950 100
223 24
285 24
1252 105
87 07
1946 163
7,744 648
198 1.7
155 13
11,950 100

Identified as

Eligible
No Pet *
(6) 4))

109 14
868 113
9 11.7
1,320 236
1186 154
2570 33.3
259 34
5 00
7,115 100
4272 8654
3443 44.6
1715 100
181 2.3
170 22
708 92

57 07
1206 156
5187 672

120 16

88 11

7,75 100

Served
No. Pet.*
(8) (9)

2 4 12
861 109
928 118

1,88  23.0
1223 155
2687 342
266 34
5] 0.0
7,873 100
4457 566
3416 434
7873 100
192 24
184 23
843 107
&4 08
1,273 162
5,101 654.8
121 15
9% 1.2
7873 100

¥ Note. Pct. = percent These percent values approxamate 100% due to rounding and truncation
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Statistical results are presented in Table 2 The statistics have been grouped to inelude age,
gender, and ethnic groupings and to examine these groups in terms of ehgibility and additional
services. For each grouping, only those students were included who were administered all
relevant components of the eligibility model used to identify students with learning disabilities
and needing services. Operationally, this rule required that information was available on the
outcome o the Eligibility Determination Component and whether the student was receiving
additional services. Three statistics are included in the table: (a) chi-square, (b) Cramer's
coefficient, and (¢} effect size.

Chi-squar2 was used as an index of statistical independence. For example, was the eligibility
outcome independent of'the grouping factor, such as gender grouping? This statistic 18 very
sensitive to any deviations. of the proportions, even those deviations which have hmited meaning.
A second important consideraion is that the chi-square test 18 an overall test Thus, if the observed
values in any two cells depart &.¢ritical distance from the expected values, that test result will be
treated as significant. Related 18 consgideration is a third point and that 1s, the cumulative
effect of even small dufferences mﬁy‘ yield statistically significant results. The chi-square test
does not indicate which specific percéntage values are comparable or different from the statistical
model's expected values. én\

The seconi index, Cramer's coefficient, w;§\used to assess the degree or magmtude of statistical
association. The upper value of the coefficient is 1.00, meaning a complete dependence between the

two variables, The lower limit 1s 0.00, meaminig no association.
hY

The third index, effect size (Cohen, 1388), address\eshthe question: How much dependence exists
c

between tne outcome on one vanable, e g., 1dentaficaiion or added services, and a second vanable,
e.g., age, gender, or ethnicity? The values range from\0%, meaning no dependence, to 100%,
meaning jot.al accountabihty for the cutcome. \\\
Aga ralatad faetors In general, the age charactenstics of\}he identafied LD sample followed the
age characteristics of the college student population and the'referral sample. However, students
aged 50 or more were not referred to LD programs n the same'proportion (3 2%) that they were
enrolled 1m college (10.37%). They were evidenced in a lower proportion, the difference being
717% Wnhile the referral rate for students aged 50 or over was Iywer than for other age groupings,
the ehgibility rate and the percent receiving services were consistgnt with the referral rate.

In contrast to the 50-over age group, 18- and 19-year-olds had more than three-point increases in
percent of referrals (10 3% and 11.5%, respectively) as compared to théir percentages in the total
college population (6 85% and 8.32%, respectively). Otherwise, for the seven age groups, the
percentagas of students who were referred, identified as elipble, and sé.rved, were similar
Vanatione were less than one percent for any group, except for the 18 and the 30-49 age groups The
18-year-olls identified as eligible constituted one percentage peint (11.3%) ‘more than the
percentags of those referred (10 3%), while the age group of 30-49 1dentified js eligible was one
percentage poimnt (33.3%) less than the percentage for those referred (34 4%) Nonetheless, the
percents of students served, for all age groups, were almost equivalent to the peycents of students
referred

\

From Tab'e 2, the reader will note that the chi-square statistic did detect a reliable difference
across the different age groups This difference was noted 1n both the 1dentified Sqd served
student groups However, both Cramer's coefficient and the effect size were very sinall The
values for Cramer's coefficient would seem to indicate that the Gender factor ( 07) %rrelates more
strongly with learning disabilities’ eligitnlity than either the Ethnicity ( 06) or Age¥ 05) factors
and that both the Age ( 04) and the Gender ( 04) factors correlate more strongly with additional
services than the Ethmcity ( 03) factor

Learning Disabilitien Referrale, Eligibihity Outcomes and Services for 19980-91 11/21/91 8
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Statistical results are presented in Table 2. The statistics have been grouped to include age,
gender, and ethnic groupings and to examine these groups in terms of eligibility and additional
services. For each grouping, only those students were included who were administered all
relevant components of the eligibility model used to 1dentafy students with learning disahilities
and needing services. Operationally, this rule required that information was available on the
outcome of the Eligibility Determination Component and whether the student was receiving
additional services. Three statistics are included in the table: (a) chi-square, (b) Cramer's
coefficient, and (¢) effect size.

Chi-square was used as an index of statistical independence. For example, was the eligibility
outcome independent of the grouping factor, such as gender grouping? This statistic 18 very
sensitive to any deviations of the proportions, even those deviations which have limited meamng.
A second important consideration is that the chi-square test is an overall test. Thus, 1f the observed
values in any two cella depart a critical distance from the expected values, that test result will be
treated as significant. Related to this consideration is a third point and that 1s, the cumulative
effect of even small differences may yield statistically significant results. The chi-square test
does not indicate which specific percentage values are comparable or different from the statistical
model's expected values.

The second index, Cramer's coefficient, was used to assess the degree or magnitude of statistical
association, The upper value of the coefficient 13 1.00, meaning a complete dependence between the
two variables. The lower limit is 0.00, meaning no association.

The thard index, effect size (Cohen, 1988), addresses the question: How much dependence exists
between the outcome on one variable, e g., identification or added services, and a second vanable,
e g., age, gender, or ethnicity? The values range from 0%, meaning no dependence, to 100%,
meaning total accountahility for the ocutcome.

Are ralated factors In general, the age charactenstics of the identified LD sample followed the
age characteristics of the college student population and the referral sample. However, students
aged 50 or more were not referred to LD programs in the same proportion (3 2%) that they wera
enrolled 1n college (10 37%). They were evidenced 1n a lower proportion, the difference being
717% While the referral rate for students aged 50 or over was lower than for other age groupings,
the eligtbility rate and the percent receiving services were consistent with the referral rate.

In contrast to the 50-over age group, 18- and 19-year-olds had more than three-point increases in
percent of referrals (10 3% and 11.5%, respectively) as compared to their percentages in the total
college population (6.85% and 8.32%, respectively). Otherwise, for the seven age groups, the
percentages of students who were referrad, identified as ehgible, and served, were similar.
Vanations were less than one percent for any group, except for the 18 and the 30-49 age groups. The
18-year-olds 1dentified as eligible constituted one percentage point (11 3%) more than the
percentage of those referred (10.3%), while the age group of 30-49 1dentified as ehigible was one
percentage point (33.3%) less than the percentage for those referred (34 4%) Nonetheless, the
percents of students served, for all age groups, were almost equivalent to the percents of students
referrad

From Table 2, the reader wall note that the chi-square statistic did detect a reliable difference
across the different age groups. This difference was noted 1n both the identified and served
student groups. However, both Cramer's coefficient and the effect size were very small The
values for Cramer’s coefficient would seem to mndicate that the Gender factor ( 07) correlates more
strongly with learming disabihities’ eligibility than either the Ethnicity ( 06) or Age ¢ 05) factors
and that both the Age ( 04) and the Gender ( 04) factors correlate more strongly with additional
services than the Ethmaity ( 03) factor.

Learmng Dheabilities Referrals, Elgibihity Outcomen and Services for 1990-91 11/21/91
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Appendix B

Table 2

Statistical Relations Among Age, Gender, and Ethnic Charactenstics by Eligbility and
Additional Services Outcomes

Eligibility Additional Services
Grouping Chi- Cramer's Effect Cha- Cramer's Effect
Factor Square \' Size(%) Square v Size(%)
Age 6B8.42* .05 7.57 43.57* 04 350
Gender 53.49* .07 6.69 14.67* 04 604
Ethniaity 84.86* 06 8.43 26.40** .03 4.70

Note: *Statigtieally mgnificant wath p < 0 001
**Statiatcally significant wath p <0 02

(Gender relatad factors In the referral sample, males were evidenced less frequently (1 32%) than
they were m the total college population Conversely, females were over-represented in the
referral sample by shightly more than one-and-a-half percent This finding 18 similar to the
1989-50 academic year, but 1n contrast to the 1988-89 academic yvear, when maies were evidenced
more frequently in the referral sample than in the total college population (by a difference of 2%),
while femnles were under-represented by the same percentage (2%).

Among those students identified as having learning disabilities and receiving services, the
percentage values for males (43 4%) decreased by 0 22% over their representation in the total
population, which was 43.62%. The percentage value for females identified as having learming
disabihties and receiving services (56 6%) increased by 0 59% over their representation in the
total population (56 01%) The chi-square test (1n Table 2) detected the differences as rehable
differences from the expected values. However, the degree of association and the amount to which
identafication or receiving additional services were dependent on the student's gender were very
small This conclusion was based on the computed values for Cramer's coefficient and the effect
si1ze, which were .07 and 6.69%, respectively, for students identified, and 04 and 6 04%,
respectively, for students receiving additional services.

FEthme related factors Marked differences were evidenced between the percent of the total student
population belonging to each of the ethnic groups and the percent of the referred students from the
same ethnic groups For example, while Asians comprised 9 29% of the student population, Asians
were only 2 4% of the referred students, One might speculate on a number of reasons for such a
difference, e g., overall achievement level, enrollment patterns, college goals, attributions of
successful and unsuccessful achievement, scheduling patterns, motivation, counseling, and
advisement. These explanations and others were not addressed 1n the data collection efforts.
Similarly, Blacks represented approxumately 6 89% of the total student population and were
represented more frequently in the referred sample, approximately 10 5% The largest dafference
1n relative magnitude was evidenced among White students, who compnsed 53 33% of the
enrollment but 64 8% of the referrals. Asin the other ethnic groupings, one can only speculate
about the differences 1n the proportions of the population and the referral,

Learning Disebiliies Beferrals, Elgibihity Outcomes and Serwices for 1990-01 11/21/1 9
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In reviewing the percentages among the ethnic groupings of the 1dentified students and the
students receiving additional services, the reader will note similar percentages as in the referral
sample For the students identified as ehgble, the percentages were close to their values in the
referral samples. Fewer students were identified as eligible than students referred, except for
Filipinos, whose percentage (0.7) remained equivalent, and Whates, whose percentage increased
The largest difference was that Whites were more likely 1dentified; the difference was 2 4%
(67.2 - 64.3 = 2 4). Nonetheless, the percentage of White students receiving additional services
(64 8%) was equal to the percentage of White students referred, and therefore 2 4% less than the
percentag2 of White students identified as ehgible (67.2%).

Interestinzly, the percentages of students served were similar to the percentages in the referral
sample. The differences were less than one percent for any ethnic group, Just as the differences
were among the age groupings. Thus, while the percentages showed vanation between referred
and 1dent:fied groups, the percentage differences were mimmal between referred students and
served stidents,

Ethnicaity data from Table 2 indicate that statistical values were sumilar 1n magmitude, but 1n
some measures, less than those values associated with age and gender factors. The chi-square
was significant for outcomes on both identification and added services, with the respective chi-
square va_ues at 84 86 and 26 40. The latter value, although significant at the 02 level, was not as
highly significant as the chi-square values for the age or gender factors, which were sigmficant at
the .001 level. The correlation between the identification outcome and the ethnic group
membership was .06, Added services were provided with little appreciable distinction based on
ethnic membership Cramer's coefficient, a measure of association, was calculated at .03, less
than the values for either the age or gender factors. Likewise, the effect s1ze was minimal (4.70%).
Recall thet effect s1ze 15 a numenical index indicating the degree to which provision of added
services could be attmbuted to one's ethnic membership.

Table 3 was constructed to synthesize a variety of referral, eligibility, and services information.
The columns are orgamzed for the different ethmie groups and the last column is the total for the
rows. The row labeled "Referrals” (1) indicates the number of students, 11,950, who initiated the
ehigihlity assessment procedures by completing a consent form and one or more of the ehgiblity
components. However, not all studentas who started the ehgability components completed the
process Some students chose not to continue for unknown reasons The most important
component 15 the Ehgnbility Determination component because this component is the decision
point at which students are identified as eligible or not eligible for learning disabihties’ services
The number of students for whom this decision was not made was labeled "NA," meaning the
component was "Not Admimstered” (2). The total number of students for whom this
determinstion was not made was 1,072.

The third row (3) of Table 3 reflects the actual number of students who thus could have been ehgible
if they hal completed all of the components This row 18 called "Net referrals” and constituted
10,878 students. Row four (4) includes the student count 1dentified as having learning disabilities
This couns (7,715) would indicate the potential students who might be expected to receive services
Row five (3) provides these counts computed as percents of the "Net Referrals.” That 1s, the percent
of the net referrals of a given ethnic group who were 1dentified as elygible for learning
disabilities’ services. For example, looking at the seventh column of the 7,744 White students
referred, €10 did not complete the 1dentification procedures, thus 7,134 students completed the
procedures. Of these 7,134 students, 5,187 students were judged ehignble, These 5,187 students
computed to & 72 7% eligihnhity rate, the highest percentage among the ethnic groupings For the
other ethric groups, the percent eligible ranged from 63 7% for the Blacks to 72 4% for the
American Indians The average ehgimhity rate was 70 9%
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In reviewing the percentages among the ethnic groupings of the 1dentified students and the
studenta receiving additional services, the reader will note similar percentages as in the referral
sample. For the students identified as aligible, the percentages were close to their values in the
referral samples. Fewer students were identified as eligible than students referred, except for
Filipinos, whose percentage (0.7) remained equivalent, and Whites, whose percentage increased.
The largest difference was that Whites were maore likely 1dentified; the difference was 2.4%
(67.2 - 64.8 = 2.4). Nonetheless, the percentage of White students receiving additional services
(64.8%) was equal to the percentage of White studenta referred, and therefore 2.4% less than the
percentage of White students identified as ehmble (67 2%).

Interestingly, the percentages of students served were similar to the percentages 1n the referral
sample. The differences were less than one percent for any ethnic group, just as the differences
were among the age groupings. Thus, while the percentages showed variation between referred
and identified groups, the percentage differences were minimal between referred students and
served students.

Ethnicity data from Table 2 indicate that statistical values were similar 1n magnitude, but 1n
some measures, less than those values associated with age and gender factors The chi-square
wag significant for outcomes on both identification and added services, with the respective chi-
square values at 84.86 and 26.40. The latter value, although significant at the .02 level, was not as
highly sigmificant as the chi-square values for the age or gender factors, which were sigmificant at
the .001 level. The correlation between the identafication outcome and the ethnic group
membership was .06. Added services were provided with little appreciable distinction based on
ethnic membership. Cramer's coefficient, a measure of association, was caleulated at 03, less
than the values for either the age or gender factors. Likewise, the effect size was minimal (4 70%).
Recall that effect size is a numerical index indicating the degree to which provision of added
services could be attnbuted to one's ethnic membership.

Table 3 was constructed to synthesize a variety of referral, ehgibility, and services information.
The columns are organized for the different ethnic groups and the last column is the total for the
rows The row labeled "Referrals” (1) indicates the number of students, 11,950, who mitiated the
ehgibihity assessment procedures by completing a consent form and one or more of the eligibility
components. However, not all students who started the eligbility components completed the
process Some students chose not to continue for unknown reasons The most important
component is the Eligability Determination component because this component 13 the decision
point at which students are :dentified as eligible or not ehgible for learning disabilities’ services
The number of students for whom this decision was not made was labeled "NA," meamng the
component was "Not Administered” (2). The total number of students for whom this
determination was not made was 1,072,

The third row (3) of Table 3 reflects the actual number of students who thus could have been ehgble
if they had completed all of the components. This row 1s called "Net referrals" and constituted
10,878 students. Row four (4) includes the student count 1dentafied as having learning disabilities
This count (7,715) would indicate the potential students who might be expected to recewve services
Row five (5) provides these counts computed as percents of the "Net Referrals * That 18, the percent
of the net referrals of a grven ethnie group who were 1dentified as ehigible for learning
disabihities’ services For example, looking at the seventh column of the 7,744 Whate students
referred, 610 did not complete the 1dentification procedures, thus 7,134 students completed the
procedures. Of these 7,134 students, 5,187 students were judged eligible. These 5,187 students
computed to a 72 7% ehigibihty rate, the highest percentage among the ethnic groupings For the
other ethnic groups, the percent eligble ranged from 63 7% for the Blacks to 72 4% for the
American Indians The average eligibility rate was 70 9%
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Rows six /6) and seven (7) provide information on studente receiving LD services These values
were based on pnly those students who were eligible for se 8. As these values indicate, fewer
students were receiving LD services than were eligible for theth, The percentage values ranged
from a low of 81.7% for Other non-White students to a high of 93%‘%‘91- Filipino students. In
contrast, White students had the highest percentage (72 7) for those éxaluated as eligible, but the
proportion decreased to 83.8% for White students eligible and receivitig services, almost one point
less than the average percent (84.6%). Y

Rows exght (8) and nine (9) indicate the number and percentage of referred’students who may or
may not have been found eligable but were receiving additional services. Alyisual inspection of
rows four and eight indicates that for all ethnic groups more students were régeiving services than
were idertified as eligible, except for White students. Among the referred rican Indian
gtudents n = 283), 192 (67.8%) were receiving added services beyond the eligmbs assessment
gervices The percentages were generally in the mid-60% range, with the exceptidq of Filipinos
(73 6%). The data do not provide any clues regarding the basis of this phenomenon.

Learmng Diseilines Referrals, Ehgibility Outcomes and Services for 1990 81 11/21/91 12
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Rows six (6) and seven (7) provide information on students receiving LD services. These values
were based on gnly those students who were elimble for services. As these values indicate, fewer
students were receiving LD services than were eligible for them. The percentage values ranged
from a low of 81.7% for Other non-White students to a high of 93% for Filipino students. In
contrast, White students had the highest percentage (72.7) for those evaluated as eligible, but the
proportion decreased to 83.8% for White students eligible and receiving services, almost one point
less than the average percent (84.6%).

Rows eight (8) and nine (9) indicate the number and percentage of referred students who may or
may not have been found eligible but were receiving additional services. A visual inspection of
rows four and eight indicates that for all ethnic groups more students were receiving services than
were identified as eligible, except for White students. Among the referred American Indian
students (n = 283), 192 (67.8%) were receiving added services beyond the eligibility sssessment
services. The percentages were generally in the mid-60% range, with the exception of Filipinos
(73.6%). The data do not provide any clues regarding the basis of this phenomenon.
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- - DISCUSSION

In this section, the results of the study are reviewed and a set of issues relevant to the data is
presented. This report descrbes characteristics, i.e., age, gender, and race, of four student
groupings in the college population: (a) the students envrolled in the fall of 1990; (b) the students
referred for evaluation on the LD eligibility model; (¢) the students found eligible on the LD
eligibility model, i.e., 1dentified as having learning disabilities; and (d) the students who
received additional services from the LD programs. Compansons of those characterstics were
made among the four student groupings. This year's report also includes compansons of the
community eollege LD population wath the general student population in California’'s community
colleges.

The 1990-91 age, gender, and ethnicity data are consistent with the data gathered in the three
previous years Therefore, the discussion and issues raised in the 1987-88, 1988-89, and 1989-90
reports to CPEC remain relevant.

On the age factor, statistically significant differences were noted The lower referral rate for the
50-over age group when compared to the same age group in the college population might be
explained because these older students may have a different purpose for attending college or may
have developed effective compensatory skills and thus not need the support services. This
population may have a limited awareness of learning disabilities or learning disabilities may
have a negative stigma attached to it and therefore the students aged 50 or over do not seek these
services. A greater proportion of 18- and 19-year olds were referred than were in the total college
population Perhaps 18- and 19-year olds, who are the most recent high school graduates, are more
aware of, and therefore seek the services offered by community colleges for students with
learnings disabilities.

Among the identified students, the percents for each age grouping were comparable to their
representation among the referred students. The calculated differences were less than one percent
for any group, except for the 18-year-olds, for whom those 1dentafied (11 3%) were one percent more
than those referred {10 3%) and the 30-49 age group, for whom those 1dent:fied (33 3%) were one
percent less than those referred (34 4) Nonetheless, for all age groups, the percents of students
served were almost equivalent to the percents of students referrad

For the gender factor, the observed proportions differed from expected values 1n a statistically
significant manner. Although the percentage of males who were found to be eligible (44 6%) was
more than the proportion of males in the population (43 62%), females comprised the majority in
eligibility rate (55.4%) as well as the total population (56.01%), the students referred (57 7%), and
the students receiving services (56.6%). The males were 42 3% of students referred for LD
assessment and of these, 43.4% were receiving services These percentages show the impact of
small vanations on the chi square statistic, which indicated a statistically sigmficant difference

Regarding the ethmieity factor, statistically significant differences were also found. The
proportions of Asians and Filipinos in the student population and their proportions in the referral
sample had the greatest differences. These ethnic groups were under-referred in proportion to
therr inclusion 1n the student population, while Whites and Blacks, contranwise, were over-
referred 1n proportion to their inclusion 1n the student population Among the 1dentified LD
populations, proportional differences were also noted The proportions of students elizible 1n each
ethnic group were not equivalent Nevertheless, as seen 1n Table 2, the p value for ethnweity as a
factor in receiving added services was not as significant as the p values for either the age or
gender factors. While age, gender, and racal factors demonstrated statistically sigmificant
relationships with the eligibility outcome, these characteristies do not notably affect the ehgibihty
decision Other factors were suggested as having a cumulatively greater effect These factors

Lesrning Drsabilities Refareals, Eligibhty Outcomes and Services for 1990-91 11/21/91 13



may 1nclude. socioeconomic level, language fluency, educational history, referral process,
support services, availability of services, scheduling of services, campus population
characteristics, administrative support, level of aspiration, and motivation. However, one should
also be ccgmizant that age, gender, and race may explain the relationship to a greater degree than
any other factor. Which other factors are important is presently unknown.

Consdering the demographic characteristics included in Table 1, the Asian population 18
consistently under-represented in the referral process to the Cahfornia communty college LD
programs and thus under-represented in the LD programs. This difference might be explained
by: (1)language differences which could result in a lack of understanding of some Asian
students about student services, (2) cultural differences regarding attitudes about special
education and support, and (3) few valhd informal and formal assessment procedures are
available for English as a Second Language students with the commumty college’'s age groups.

An examination of the proportional representation statistics for the colleges suggests that the lack
of propor:ional representation for Asians and males may be a referral issue rather than an
eligibihit= issua.

From the number of inquiries to the Chancellor's Office during the current year, confusion
regarding the terms "additional services” still remains. “Additional services” might be
mterpretad to include a brief appointment with a specialist, enrollment in a special class, or a
phone call or accommodations. These data, thus, should be cautiously interpreted. Reasons for
students not receiving additional services as individually defined by the campus learning
disahilities speciahsts might be: (1) full services were delayed until the next term, (2) some
students refused services, (3) some students may not need the accommodations until they enroll 1n
a particu ar class where their disability is mamifested An ymportant consideration 1s to note that
college learnming disabilities speciahsts are aware that no categorical monies are received for
students ~ho do not meet the LD eligibility model. Non-LD students are served at cost to the local
college.

Issues Varions issues were identified in the report presented to CPEC 1n the "Demographic
Charactemstics - Learning Disabilities Eligmibility Model, 1987-88." These issues remain
importans factors impacting the results and thus are restated in the following text as a frame of
reference

The Chancellor's Office values equutable, accurate, unbiased, and consistent assessment of
students. As one attempts to judge the extent to which these standards are met, the realization 1s
apparent that the terms have different meanings to different people. Thus, to evaluate these
standards, conceptual and operational definitions and evaluation criteria must be agreed upon
{Hunter & Schmidt, 1978).

An assumption seems to be that a parity model 18 appropnate 1n evaluating the ehgibihty model.
That 1s, the model is equutable to the extent that students are included 1n proportion to the extent that
their group occurs in the population The question 1s: What 18 the basis for using parity as the
criterion? Are other eritema important? The data also indicated that referral rates were not
representative of the population and thus the placement proportions likely would not murror the
population either

A second assumption seems to be that students as members of a particular age, gender, or racial

grouping are all alike because of their membership 1n that particular grouping. Such an
assumptidn 1s unfounded and in fact contrary to the concept of individual differences

Learming Dhechilities Reforrals, Ehpbility Outcomes and Services for 1990 91 11/21/91 14
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may include: socioeconomic level, language fluency, educational history, referral process,
support services, availability of services, scheduling of services, campus population
characteristics, administrative support, level of aspiration, and motivation. However, one should
also be cognizant that age, gender, and race may explain the relationship to a greater degree than
any other factor. Which other factors are important 13 presently unknown.

Considering the demographic characteristics included in Table 1, the Asian population 18
consgistently under-represented in the referral process to the California community college LD
programs and thus under-represented in the LD programs. This difference might be explained
by: (1) language differences which could result in a lack of understanding of some Asian
students about student services, (2) cultural differences regarding attitudes about special
education and support, and (3) few valid informal and formal assessment procedures are
available for English as a Second Language students with the community college's age groups.

An examination of the proportional representation statistics for the colleges suggests that the lack
of proportional representation for Asians and males may be a referral issue rather than an
alignbility issua.

From the number of inquiries to the Chancellor's Office during the current year, confusion
regarding the terms "additional services" still remains. "Additional services” mught be
nterpreted to include a brief appointment with a specialist, enrollment 1n a special class, or a
phone call or accommodations. These data, thus, should be cautiously interpreted. Reasons for
students not receiving additional services as individually defined by the campus learning
disabilities specialists might be: (1) full services were delayed until the next term, (2) some
students refused services, (3) some students may not need the accommodations until they enroll in
a particular class where their disability is manifested. An important consideration 1s to note that
college learming disabilities speciahsts are aware that no categorical monies are received for
students who do not meet the LD eligimlity model. Non-LD students are served at cost to the local
college,

Issues. Various 1ssues were 1dentified in the report presented to CPEC in the "Demographic
Characteristics - Learning Disabilities Ehgibility Model, 1987-88." These 1ssues remain
important factors impacting the results and thus are restated in the following text as a frame of
reference

The Chancellor's Office values equitable, accurate, unbiased, and consistent assessment of
students. As one attempts to judge the extent to which these standards are met, the realization 15
apparent that the terms have different meamngs to different people. Thus, to evaluate these
standards, conceptual and operational definitions and evaluation criterta must be agreed upon
(Hunter & Schmdt, 1976)

An assumption seems to be that a parity model 1s appropriate in evaluating the ehigibihty model.
That is, the model is equitable to the extent that students are included 1n proportion to the extent that
their group occurs in the population The question 15 What 1s the basis for using parity as the
cniternion? Are other criteria important? The data also indicated that referral rates were not
representative of the population and thus the placement proportions likely would not mirrer the
population either

A second assumption seems to be that students as members of a particular age, gender, or racial

grouping are all alike because of their membership n that particular grouping Such an
assumption s unfounded and in fact contrary to the concept of individual differences
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As 1indicated in the report, the factors of age, gender, and race account for little impact on the
elignbility outcome. Thus, an important next step is the determination of factors other than those
assessed in the eligibility model which contribute to the eligibility outcome.

Although statistical indices are frequently accepted as a measure of fairness, they too have a
narrow interpretaticn. Unfairness, even 1f 1t occurs for a particular student in one setting 1s stall
mjustice. The case also can be made that the numbers may look "right,” but yet not be sensitive to
particular factors affecting fairness, accuracy, and equity.

In interpreting these data a seemingly important consideration 1s that students' participation 1s
strictly voluntary, Each student must sign a consent form indicating that s/he agrees to the
assessment. However, enrollment in other college programs and classes 1s not contingent upon
the results of the learning disahilities assessment. Understanding these basic points 1s essential
when considering the colleges’ LD programs.

An issue in these data is that “referred students” were operationally defined as those students for
whom the colleges’ LD specialists had completed an Intake Interview. The number of students
who sought out the LD program or were recommended by someone else, e g, counselor, class
wmstructor, ete., but did not choose to complete the initial interview process is unknown Thus, the
sample used in this report must be considered as a conservative estimate

An 1ssue related to the referral process 1s that the referral process lacks umiformity across
campuses, Just as student demographics are not uruform across the campuses The availability of
services 1s clearly impacted by the constraints which hinit the services’ accessibihity to particular
students, e g., services are available to only those students who are enrolled and generally for
those students who attend during the day. Additional factors hypothetically impacting the referral
process concern recruitment and the perception of the LD program on campus and in the
community, Recrwtment issues include who does the recruitment and where 1t 15 done.

In an additional effort to improve the accuracy and consistency of students’ evaluations, LD
specialists were provided a computer program to assist them 1n converting students’ earned scores
to standard scores and other scales The Chancellor's Office developed the computer program so
that each specialist can easily obtain accurate scores for use in the eligibility procedures and can
report similar information as part of the legislature’s research interests in the eligibility model

Summary In this Discussion section the results were briefly reviewed, and a vanety of 1ssues
was presented concerning sigmificant factors. Quite obviously, the issues, like the results, are not

simple. Thoughtful discussions are needed in understanding these data and recommending
policy changes
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Item 6870-101-001 Ways and Means Staff
Learning Disabilities May 12, 1988
Screening Model

ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE

It 18 the intent of the Legislature that community colleges provide support and instructional
services to students with learning disabilities. It is further the intent of the Legislature that
community colleges continue the ehgibility model implemented statewide 1n 1987-88 1n a manner
which affirms the state’s commitment to educational equity and ensures accuracy and fairness in
determuning student eligbility for the program In keeping with these goals, the Chancellor's
Office shall do all of the following-

Data Callection Prior to September 30, 1988, the Chancellor's Office shall report to the Cahforma
Postsecondary Education Commuission (CPEC), the Legslative Analyst's Office, and the
Department of Finance on the number, ethmicity, gender, disability, and age of individuals
referred, identified, and receiving services as learning disabled (LD) students during the 1987-88
fiscal year, By February 1, 1989, CPEC shall review, comment, and make recommendations to the
legislative budget and policy commattees based on these data,

Evaluation. CPEC shall evaluate and report on the impact of the LD model on LD student
eligibhibty based on data collected between the 1987-88 through 1990-91 academic years Prior to
January 1, 1992, the Chancellor's Office shall provide data to CPEC on the number, ethnicity,
gender, disability, and age of indinduals who were referred, 1dentified, and/or received services
as LD students 1n each academic year CPEC shall review and comment to the legislative budget
and policy committees on this report by March 1, 1992.

It is the intent of the Legslature that in the development of its review, CPEC shall convene an
advisory committee composed of professionals with expertise in (1) psychometric testing and
evaluation with respect to learning disabled adults, (2) the impact of psychometric assessment
instruments on minormty group students

|G
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Introduction

In May of 1987, the Chancellor’s Office of the California Community Colleges was directed by the
Ways and Means Committee Staff of the Legislature to report on the referral, eligibility, and
services of students provided as part of the colleges' learming disabilities (LD) programs. Annual
reports have been submitted to the California Post-Secondary Education Commission (CPEC)
according to this directive. This report is a four year summary of those data. The number of
students, their ages, ethnicity, and gender is described in this report. More specifically, the report
provides comparisons of students who were referred for possible learning disabilities, were
considered for eligibility, and served through DSP&S. This summary has condensed the findings
ﬁm the annual reports. The reader should refer to those annual reports for more detailed
ormation.

As a background to understanding this four year summary, a brief review is provided. In 1982 the
Chancellor’s Office recogmzed that the latitude provided to individual colleges for deciding which
students were eligible for LD services was resulting in inconsistent decisions for individual
students. Students judged eligible for services in one college were not necessarily eligible in
another college. Over the next five years a model was developed for all of the colleges to use in
making those eligibility decisions. Among the goals in developing the eligibility model was to
ensure that students were more likely to be treated in a consistent, equitable manner regardless of
their age, gender, or ethnic grouping. The new eligibility model was implemented in the states’
colleges in August, 1987.

This report describes the outcomes of using this eligibility model over the last four years. In
addition, several key 1ssues will be discussed following the presentation of the data and specific
activities planned or completed to help ensure an equitable treatment for students.

An important reminder to interpreting these data is that a student became an interest to the study
only after a referral was 1nitiated and a student voluntarily initiates that referral by contacting the
college's LD specialist. Referrals are not controlled by the staff in the colleges’ LD services. This
point is significant in that the outcomes of the eligibility process and the provision of additional
services depends on a student first imtiating a referral. If the referral rates or characteristics of the
referred students change, the ehgibility outcomes and additional services would likely change as
well. Thus, "referred students” were operationally defined as those students for whom the
colleges' LD specialists had completed an Intake Interview in the Intake Screening Component.
The Intake Interview was chosen as an indicator of referral because completing the Intake 15 the
nitial activity of the ehgibility process. The number of students who sought out the LD program
or were recommended by someone else, e.g., counselor, class instructor, etc., but did not choose
1o complete the initial interview process is unknown. Thus, the sample used in this report must be
considered as a conservative estimate.

Population

Califorma has 106 community colleges. As of July 1, 1987, 103 of the 106 community colleges
and 3 adult education centers had credentialed and certified learning disabilines specialists who
provided assessment and services to students with leaming disabilites. These colleges and centers
submutted data on each student who compieted the process of assessment during the period July 1,
1987 and June 30, 1988. For the inital year of this study, 8283 student records were entered.

The following year, 1988-1989, Califomia added a new college but the pool for this study was sall
103 community colleges and 3 adult education centers who provided 9594 complete records of
students assessed for learning disabilities using the LD ehigibility model. The third year of the
study, 1989-1990, data was requested from the 103 colleges resulting 1n 11,039 records of
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students assessed for leaming disabilities using the LD eligibility model from July 1, 1989 through
June 30, 1990. The last year of the study, 1990-1991, 11,950 records were entered. Each year at
least 97 t of the records received were entered for analyses. Records were excluded because
students under 16 years of age, all seven eligibility components for a student were coded
"NA," mearing "Not administered," students had other primary disabilities, or a student’s data
was incomp.ete or incorrect.

Materials

Towards the end of each spring term, data collection forms were sent to the California Community
Colleges that provided LD services. The accompanying letter instructed the LD Specialists 1o
provide information about students who initiated the LD eligibility assessment. A sample of the
data collection form is included below.

LD Eligibility Model Data Collection Form

OOLLEGE: DATE:
Signature and title of person completing the form:
Age StuID Sex Yrs Race

Eligibility Components (Please circle the appropriate code.)

Intake Meoasured Adaptive Ability - Procesmng Aptitude - Recommend Rec'd
Survey Achieve Behavior Level . Defiat Achieve Ehghhty Services
N

Y Y PC N NA YPCNNA YPCNNA h'YFCNNA YECNNA YNNA YN

The first four columns provided space for the student’s identification number, sex, age, and ethnic
grouping. Qutcome information on each of the eligibility components — (1) Intake Screening,

(2) Measured Achievement, (3) Adaptive Behavior, (4) Abilhy Level, (5) Processing Deficit, (6)
Apttude Achievement, and (7) Eligibility Recommendation — was entered. The seven eligibility
components were coded as one of the five following categories.

1. "N,"ie., No, meamng the student did not meet the crite '\on for the component;
2. "NA," re, Not administered, meaning the student was not\adnumstered the
component. Perhaps, the student did not show up or had been eliminated on a

previous component,

3. "PC," 1e., Professional certification, meaning the student was assessed using
professional certification procedures for the component and met the critenon;

4. "PN,"i.e., Professional certification not met, meaming the student was assessed using
professional cerufication procedures for the component and did not meet the criterion;

5. "Y,"ie., Yes, meaning the students did meet either the primary or secondary
procedures for the particular component.

The last colamn, Added Services, was clarified in 1988-89 to indicate whether or not additional
services bevond eligibility assessment were provided for the student.

LD Referrals, Eligibility, and Services® 1987 - 1991 2
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students assessed for learning disabilities using the LD eligibility model from July 1, 1989 through
June 30, 1990. The last year of the study, 1990-1991, 11,950 records were entered. Each year at
least 97 percent of the records received were entered for analyses. Records were excluded because
students were under 16 years of age, all seven eligibility components for a student were coded
“NA," meaning "Not administered," students had other primary disabilities, or a student's data
was incomplete or incorrect.

Materiais

Towards the end of each spring term, data collection forms were sent to the California Community
Colleges that provided LD services. The accompanying letter instructed the LD Specialists to

provide information about students who 1nitiated the LD eligibility assessment. A sample of the
data collection form is included below.

LD Eligihlity Model Data Collection Form

(TR DATE:
Signature and title of persan completing the form:
Age StuID Sex Yrs Race

Eligibility Components {Please circle the appropriate code.)

Intake Measured Adapave - Abhility Procesming Aputude - Recommend Rec'd
Survey  Achieve Behawvior Lavel Deficit Achieve Eligihality Services
Y YPCNNA YPCNNA YPCNNA YPC NNA YPCNNA YNNA YN

The first four columns provided space for the student’s identification number, sex, age, and ethnic
grouping. Outcome informauon on each of the eligibility components — (1) Intake Screening,

(2) Measured Achievement, (3) Adaptive Behavior, (4) Abulity Level, (5) Processing Defict, (6)
Apttude Achievement, and (7) Eligility Recommendation — was entered. The seven ehgibility
components were coded as one of the five following categones.

1. "N,"i.e., No, meaning the student did pot meet the criterion for the component;

2. "NA,"ie., Not administered, meaning the student was not admimstered the
component. Perhaps, the student did not show up or had been eliminated on a
previous component;

3. "PC,"ne., Professional certification, meaning the student was assessed using
professional certification procedures for the component and met the criterion;

4. "PN.,"1.e., Professional cerafication not met, meaning the student was assessed using
professional cernfication procedures for the component and did not meet the criterion;

5 "Y,"1e., Yes, meaning the students did meet either the primary or secondary
procedures for the particular component.

The last column, Added Services, was clanfied in 1988-89 to indicate whether or not addinonal
services beyond eligibility assessment were provided for the student.
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Procedures

Participating colleges sent responses to the Chancellor's Office in two modes: either completed
forms or on computer disks. Data from forms were entered in a computer database by DSP&S
staff. The following information for each student was entered: the assigned college three-digit
code, the student’s identification number, gender, age, race, eligibility component outcome codes,
and added services code.

Follow-up telephone calls were made to colleges that had not responded by July 15th of each year,
as well as to colleges that returned forms which were incomplete or incorrect (such as duplicate
student identification numbers or both "yes" and "no" indicated for the same component). Most
colleges submitted the required information by August of each year and the databases were
forwarded to KU-IRLD by the fall of each year, except for 1989-90, when data from one college
were not received until March 29, 1991,

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (1988) software was employed to analyze
data, except for 1988-89, when Systat (1987) software was used. Initially, software programs
were run to seek data entry errors. The database was corrected where errors were found.
Frequencies and cross-tabulations were run to compare eligibility outcome results in the four years
during which the study was mandated.

Results

The results of the swudy are presented as a summary table of the students' characteristics and of the
computed statistics. The students characteristics are presented in a series of three tables (Table 1,
2, and 3) to permit each reader an opportunity to review the data and develop her/his own
inferences regarding the interaction between age, gender, and ethnic membership on referrals,
eligibility outcomes, and added services. The total college population of all community college
students 15 provided each year as a comparison group (except for the age breakdown for 1989-90).

Data are presented in two categories for each of the four academuc years. One category consists of
four headings: community college population, referrals, eligibility, and service. The other category
consists of the headings age (7 levels), gender (2 levels), and ethnicity (8 levels).

Total stident popniation at parncinating community colleges. Fall enrollment figures are
presented on a yearly basis consisting of students who were enrolled full-time or part-time
and attended either day or evening, credit or non-credit classes.

Referred students. Referred students were those students who imtiated the LD eligibility
process by completing the Intake Interview. Each year 103 community college distncts
reported informaunon on students who 1nitiated the referral.

Ehgible smdents. Students who were idennfied as eligible were those who qualified on
each of the seven components of the leaming disabilines model Failure to meet the
criterion on even one of the seven components meant that that student was not 1dentified as
learming disabled for the purposes of direct excess cost reimbursement.

Served smidents, Served students are those receiving DSP&S services beyond the
assessment procedure for judging LD eligibility. The heading 'served students' does not
appear in the year 1987-1988 because respondents considered eligibility assessment as a
service and did not disunguish other services beyond assessment. Thus, the data that year
were judged inaccurate

LD Referrais, Eligibility, and Services 1987 - 1991 3 i
153



Table 1

Age of Referred, Eligible, and Served Students

Grouping
Factor

Column No.:
(1)

1987-1988
16-17

18

19

20-24

25-29

30-49
50-over
Missing
Total

1988-1989
16-17

18

19

20.24

25-29

30-49
50-over

Total

1989-1990
16-17

18

19

20.24

25-29

3049
50-aver

Total

1990-1991
15-under
18-17

18

19

20.24

25.29

3049
50-over
Misming

Total

Total
College
No. Bct.*
(2) (3
31,810 2.50
98,624, 780
103,682 ~, 8.20
308,515 "24.40
195,983 1
384,380 30 40~
141,614
9024
1,273,432 100
28,515 216
105,668 799
111,624 844
316,338 2392
202,838 15 34
406,791 30.76
150,735 11 40
1,322,509 100
(Age groups
from the

Referred
No. Pet*
4) (5)
184 22
816 929
941 114

2,123 26,7
1,286 156
2,622 31.7

11.20 "\\x 205 36

Chancellor's Office
dd not match )

1,407,694

13,653
29,827
95,911
116,579
348,348
210,832
440,336
145,204

1,400,680

097
213
6 85
832
24 87
15 05
.44
10.37

100

3267 100
231 N\ _2.40
988 0

1,141 11

2326  24.20\

1499 1560

3084 3210
326 340

9584 100
155 14

1,120 10.1

1,341 12.1

2587 234

1,719 158

3776 342
341 31

11,039 100
149 12

123 103

1376 115

2831 237

1,859 156

4107 344
387 32

5 00
11,950 100

Identified as
Eligible
No. Pct.*
(6) (N
119 2.24
520 9.79
611 11.51
1,363 2567
821 15.46
1,676 31.56
200 3.77
5,310 100
164 2.66
680 11.08
764 12.40
1,433 28.25
978 15.87
1,843 31.53
201 3.26

721
838
1,563
1,067
2,374
209

6,878

109
868
899
1,820
1,186
2,570
269
5

7,715

100

100

* Note Pct. = sercent. These percent values appraxamate 100% due to rounding and truncation.

LD Referrals Ehgibiity, and Services 1987 - 1991

Served
No. Pet*
(8) (9)
168 2.63
691 10.83
788 12 35
1,489 23.33
979 15 34
2,043 3201
225 3.52
6,383 100
117 17
723 103
847 120
1,621 230
1,098 158
2424 344
220 a1
100
12
109
118
1,808 230
1,223 155
2,687 342
266 34
5 0.0
7,873 100
4



Table 1
Age of Referred, Eligible, and Served Students

Grouping Total Identified as

Factor College Referred Eligible Served
Column No.: Na. Fet.* No. Pet* No.  Pet* No. Pet*

1 (2) 3 {4) (5 (6) N (8) (9)
1987-1988
16-17 31,610 2.50 184 22 119 224 - -
18 98,624 7.80 416 9.9 520 9.79 - -
10 103,682 8.20 941 114 611 1151 - -
20-2¢4 308,515 24.40 2,123 257 1,363  25.67 - -
25-29 195,983 15.50 1,286 168 a23 15.46 - -
30-49 384,380 30.40 2,622 3LT7 1676 31.56 - -
50-over 141,614 11.20 206 3.6 200 3.7 - -
Misaing 9024
Total 1,273,432 100 8,267 100 5,310 100
1988-1989
16-17 28,6156 2.16 231 240 164 2.66 168 263
18 105,668 7.99 988 1030 680 11.03 601  10.83
19 111,624 8.44 1,141 11.80 764 12.40 788 12.35
20-24 316,333 2392 2,326 2420 1,433 23.26 1489 2333
25-29 202,338 15.34 1,499 15.80 978 15.87 979 15.04
3048 406,791 Jo 78 3,084 3210 1,943 31.53 2043 3201
50-gver 150,735 11.40 325 3.40 201 J3.26 225 .52
Total 1,322,608 100 9,594 100 6,163 100 6,383 100
1989-1990
18-17 (Age groups 155 1.4 106 15 117 17
18 from the 1,120 10.1 721 105 723 103
19 Chancellor's Office 1,341 121 838 122 847 120
20-24 did not match ) 2,687 234 1,563 227 1,621 230
25-29 1,719 15.6 1,067 155 1,008 156
30-49 3,776 342 2374 345 2424 34
§0-over 341 31 209 3.0 220 31
Total 1,407,694 11,039 100 6,878 100 7,050 100
1990-1991
15-under 13,553 097 - - - - - -
16-17 29,827 213 149 1.2 109 14 95 12
18 95,911 6 85 1,236 10.3 868 113 861 109
19 116,579 8§32 1,376 11.5 899 117 928 118
20-24 348,348 24.87 2,831 2.7 1,820 236 1,808 230
25-29 210,832 1505 1,859 15.6 1,186 154 1,223 155
3049 440,336 3144 4,107 U4 2,570 a3 2,687 4.2
50-over 145,294 1037 3a7 32 259 34 266 34
Missing - - 5 00 5 00 5 00
Total 1,400,680 100 11,950 100 7,715 100 7.873 100

* Note: Pct. = percent. These percent values approximate 100% due to rounding and truncation.

| LD Referrals, Eligibdlty, and Services 1587 - 1991 4
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Table 2

Gender of Referred, Eligible, and Served Students

Grouping
Factor

Colurmn No.:

(1)

1987-1988
Femaloa
Males
Unknown

Total

1988-1989
Femalesa
Males
Unknown

Total

1988-1990

Females
Males
Unknown

Total

19980-1991
Femalea
Males
Unknown

Tatal

LD Referrals, Eiigibility, and Services 1987 - 1991

Total
College
No. Pet.*
(2) (3)
705,225 56.7
538,568 43.3
20,628 -
1,264,409 100
744,633 656.30
573,066 4333
4.810 0.36
1,322,509 100
790,632 b6 16
609,604  43.30
7,658 0.54
1,407,694 100
784,583  56.01
610,936 4362
5,161 0.37
1,400,680 100

Referred

No. Pet.*

(4) {6)
4,346 525
3,987 475
8,283 100
5,228 54,50
4,366 45.60
9,584 100
6,319 572
4,720 428
11,039 100
6,895 577
5,056 423
11,960 100

Identified as

Eligible
No. Pet*
{6) ¥)]

2,685 50.55
2,627 49.45
5,312 100
3,248 52.70
2,915 47 30
6,163 100
3,789 551
3,089 449
6,878 100
4272 554
3,443 44 6
7,715 100

Served
No. Pet.*
(8) (§:)]
3,361 52.68
3,022 47.34
6,383 100
3,959 b6.2
3,091 438
7,050 100
4,457 56.6
3,416 434
7.873 100
5
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Table 3 i

Ethnicity of Referred, Eligible, and Served Students

Grouping Total
Factor College
Column No.: No. Pot.*

(1) 2) (3
1887-1988
American Indien 15,173 120
Asian 122,648 870
Black 89,773 710
Flipino 31,610 2.50
Hispamc 189,661 1500
White 788,991 6240
Other 26,553 210
Missaing 63,610 -
Total 1,328,019 100
1988-1989
Amencan Indian 16,270 123
Asian 119,803 9.06
Black 87,776 6.64
Filipino 33,261 2.51
Hispanie 210475 1591
White 765,202 57 86
Other 27,302 2.06
Missing 62,421 472
Total 1,322,509 100
1989-1950
Amencan Indian 16,766 119
Aman 132,880 944
Black 94,102 6 68
Filhipino 36,776 261
Hispanic 237,450 16 87
White 796,586 56 59
Other - -
Unknown/Misaing 93,134 662
Total 1,407,694 100
1990-1991
Amencan Indian 21,318 152
Aman 130,117 929
Black 96,543 6 89
Filipine 39,180 280
Hispanic 227,332 1623
Whte 746,943 5333
Other 24,427 174
Unknown/Missing 114,820 820
Total 1,400,680 100

LD Referrais, Eligibiity, and Services: 1987 - 1991

Referred
No. Pet.*
(Y (5)
109 1.30
175 210
751 9.10

52 0.60

1,205 14.50
5,502 66.40
1056 130
384 460
8,283 100
187 190
198 2.10
899 9.40
85 0.90
1,404 14 60
6,519 67.90

80 090

212 220
9,594 100
271 25
267 24
1,097 99
106 10
1,800 163
7,210 65.3
121 1.1
167 1.5
11,039 100
283 24
285 24
1,252 105
a7 07
1,946 163
7,744 64.8
198 17
1565 1.3
11,950 100

Identified as

Eligible
No. Pet.*
(6) (N

1] 1.29

90 1.79

417 8.28
25 050
718 14.25
3723 7390
5038 100
117 1.90
115 187
512 8.31
42 068
840 13.63
4,380 71.07
48 0.75
111 1.80
6,163 100
165 24
135 20
608 88
57 038
1,084 15.8
4686 681
66 1.0
(ki 11
6,878 100
181 23
170 22
708 9.2
57 07
1,206 156
5187 672
120 16
86 11
7.715 100

Served
No. Pet.*
(8) (9)
129 2.02
130 2.04
603 9.45

45 0.70
916 14 35
4,391 68 79
87 089
112 1.756
6,383 100
185 26
152 22
T00 99
61 09
1,151 163
4,627 656
78 11
96 14
7,050 100
192 24
184 23
843 107
64 08
1,273 16.2
5,101 648
121 15
a5 12
7,873 100
6



Appendix F

Table 3 ”
Ethnicity of Referred, Eligible, and Served Students

Grouping Total Identified as

Factor College Referred Eligible Served
Column No.: No. Pet.* No. Pet* No.  Pet.® No.  Pet.*

(1) (2) (3) 4 (5) (6) (N (8) (9)
1987-1988
Amenecan Indian 15,173 1.20 109 1.30 65 1.29 - -
Aman 122 648 9.70 175 2.10 80 1.79 - -
Black 89,773 7.10 751 9.10 417 8.28 - -
Filipino 31,610 2.50 52 0.60 25 0.50 - -
Hispame 189,661 15.00 1,205 14.50 718 14.25 - -
White 788991  62.40 5502 6640 3723 T390 - -
Other 26,553 2.10 106 1.30 - - - -
Misaing 83,610 - 384 4.60 - - - -
Total 1,328,019 100 8,283 100 5038 100
1988-1989
Amencan Indian 16,270 1.23 1a7 1.90 117 1.90 129 2.02
Aman 119,803 9.06 198 2.10 115 1.87 130 2.04
Black anms 6.64 899 9.40 512 8§31 603 9.45
Filipono 33,261 251 a5 0.90 42 068 45 070
Hispanic 210,475 15.91 1,404 14.60 840 13.63 916 1435
White 765,202 5786 6519 679 4,380 T71.07 4,391 68 79
Other 27,302 2.08 90 090 46 0.75 57 0.39
Missing 62,421 4.72 212 2.20 111 1.80 112 1.75
Total 1,322,509 100 9,594 100 6,163 100 6,383 100
1989-19980
Amernican [ndian 16,766 119 271 25 165 24 185 28
Asian 132,880 944 287 24 135 20 152 22
Black 94,102 6 68 1,097 29 608 8.3 700 9.9
Fihipno 36,776 261 106 10 57 0.5 6l 09
Hispanc 237,450 16 37 1,800 163 1,084 158 1,151 163
Whate T96,536 56 58 7,210 853 4,686 681 4627 656
Other - - 121 11 66 1.0 78 11
Unknown/Missing 93,134 6 62 167 1.5 77 11 96 14
Total 1,407,694 100 11,039 100 6,378 100 7,050 100
1990-1991
Amencan [ndian 21,318 152 233 24 181 23 192 24
Asian 130,117 929 285 24 170 2.2 134 2.3
Black 96,543 689 1,252 105 708 92 843 107
Filipno 39,180 280 87 07 57 0.7 64 08
Hispanic 227,332 16 23 1,946 163 1,206 156 1,273 162
Whte 746,943 5333 7,744 64.8 5,187 672 5,101 64.8
Other 24,427 1.74 198 1.7 120 1.8 121 15
Unknown/Misming 114,820 820 155 13 86 1.1 95 1.2
Total 1,400,680 100 11,950 100 7,715 100 7.873 100
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For each of the last three years the number of students served 1s larger than the number of
students reported as eligible. The reason for the discrepancy is that LD specialists provided
some other forms of assistance to students for which they did not receive state funding.
Funding came through local sources. Examples of added services are: assistance with
registration, enrollment in a note-taking or study skills class, academic advisement, and
follow-up or subsequent monitornng of academic progress.

Age. Seven age headings were used for each year (1990-1991 includes a heading labeled
'missing,’ and one for '15-under.’ 'Under 15' only includes data in the column for total
college population). These age levels were established by the Chancellor's Office: 16-17,
18, 19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-49, and 50-over.

Gender. Gender data is presented under the headings 'male’ and 'female.’

Ethnicity. Six groups defined ethnicity levels with two other categories, one headed 'other’
and one 'missing.’ The six ethnic groups were Native American/Alaskan, Asian/Pacific
Islander, Black, Filipino, Hispanic, and White. These categories were formed from an
original listing of 20 ethnic groups. Student data was collapsed under these headings in
cases where the group was not large enough to allow a statustical analyses.

Statistics provide a quantitative analysis of data. One of the desirable qualities of statistics 1s that
they are objective. That is, statistics provide an impartial evaluation of data. A problem though is
that different statistics have different interpretations. For the purposes of these data three different
statistics were used: a) chi-square, b) Cramer’s correlation coefficient, and c) effect size. Each
statistic permits a unique interpretation of the data. Chi-square compares the observed data to a
probability model and notes how different the observed and expected values are. A difference
which is considered to be sigmificant is one which 15 unlikely due to chance and instead can be
reasonably explained by the researcher. If, for example, white students form a disproportionately
large number of the total eligible students, or Filipinos are represented by a disproportionately low
number, the chi-square statistic will yield a value considered significant. A significant chi-square
for ethnicity means that one or more of the groups in the analysis 1s disproportionately represented.
While chi-square is widely used, a problem with chi-square 15 that very small differences can be
idennfied as statistically sigmificant even though they have little meaningful value.

The other two statistics assess the degree of relationship between the data and students’
charactenstics, their age, gender, and ethnic membership. The second statistic, Cramer's
coefficient, is an index of the strength of association between two variables. The value of
Cramer's coefficient always falls between 1.00 meaning the two vanables are completely
dependent upon or related to each other, and a value of .00 meamng no association or mutual
influence exists between the two variables. In general, the more student records used in the
calculations, the mare accurate is the correlauonal value.

The third statistic, effect s1ze, estimates the extent to which an outcome on one vaniable, for
example eligibility, is related to another variable of mnterest, in this case age, gender, or ethnicity.
The values range from 00% to 100%. A near 00%, means the outcome on ehgbility 1s not
nfluenced by age, gender, or ethnicity while a value of 100% means total accountability for the
outcome. A useful rule of thumb 1s that 20% represents a small influence, 50% a medium
influence, and 80% a large influence.

LD Referrals, Eligibity, and Servicas 1987 - 1991 7 157



Qutcomes

In Table 4 two chi-square test results are provided for each of the three categories of age, gender
and ethnicity. One chi-square value is given under the heading 'eligibility’ and the other is given
under the heading 'additional services.' Similar to the explanation given above, a significant chi-
square for 'additional services' means that one or more of the groups in the analysis is
disproportionately represented. The chi-square statistic needs to treated with caution since a
significant result can be arrived at through the cumulative effect of small differences across the
groups in the analyses. ’

As shown in Table 4, the correlations between age, gender, and ethnicity, and either eligibility or
services as indicated by Cramer's coefficient, tended to be so small for each of the four years that
they will be Teated as negligible. The same holds for the effect size. The largest calculated effect
size is 10.25%. S

.
Age. In genzral, the number o\f‘smdents from each age group referred tends to represent a
consistent proportion of thetr ov revalence in the total college population. That means that
most age grcups are being referred in‘similar proportions to their numbers in the total college
population. This figure approximates 10-ut of every 1000 students irrespective of age.

However, two exceptions are observed. These exceptions are students who were grouped at the
upper (older) and lower (younger) ends of the sbale. The 50-over group under-refer for the three
years for which data is available. An under-referril trend appears to start with the 30-49 age
group. On tae other hand, 18- and 19-year old age proups, that is, those groups which include the
most high school graduates, are over-referred in 19883989 and 1989-1990. Note, such
comparisons are not possible for 1990-1991 because theage groups provided by the Chancellor's
Office did not match the age groups previously chosen for ¥ge CPEC report.

Among the eligible students the percents for each age group closely parallels the percentages of
referred students. Similarly, among the students receiving added services the group percentages
again were comparable to the referral percentages. This comparabilty means that once students 1n
a particular £ge group initiated a referral, they maintained the same proportional representation
through the outcomes of eligibility and added services. The calculated differences were less than
one percent Zor any group.

The chi-square statistic did detect a reliable difference across age groups for each of the three years
1988-1989, 1989-1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of eligibility and provision of
additional services exists. The first year's data did not yield a stanstically significant chi-square

N,

value. \

Gender. An alternating pattern existed in the proportion of referrals among males and females
dunng the four years of the study. The first year, 1987-1988, females were somewhat more hkely
to be referred than males. This result was reversed the following year, 1988-1989, when males
were evidenced more frequently (2%) than they were in the total college population. Fémales were
underrepresented by the same amount. For the next two studies, 1989-1990 and 1990-1991, the
result reversad again with females being overrepresented by a little over one percent.

Among the eligible students the percents for both genders closely parallels the percentages of
referred stucents. Simularly, among the students receiving added services the gender percentages
again were comparable to the referral percentages. This similanty means that once particular
students, male or female, were referred from the general college population, they tended to
maintain the same proportional representation through the next steps of eligibility and added

LD Referrals Eligibiity, and Services 1987 - 1991 8



Appendiz F

I" 158

QOutcomes

In Table 4 two chi-square test results are provided for each of the three categories of age, gender
and ethnicity. One chi-square value is given under the heading 'eligibility’ and the other is given
under the heading 'additional services.' Similar to the explanation given above, a significant chi-
square for 'additional services' means that one or more of the groups in the analysis is
disproportionately represented. The chi-square statistic needs to treated with caution since a
significant result can be arrived at through the cumulative effect of small differences across the
groups in the analyses. .

As shown in Table 4, the correlations between age, gender, and ethnicity, and either eligibility or
services as indicated by Cramer's coefficient, tended to be so small for each of the four years that
they will be treated as negligible. The same hoids for the effect size. The largest calcuiated effect
size is 10.25%.

Age. In general, the number of students from each age group referred tends to represent a
consistent proportion of their overall prevalence in the total college population. That means that
most age groups are being referred in similar proportons to their numbers in the total college
population. This figure approximates 10 out of every 1000 students irrespective of age.

However, two exceptions are observed. These exceptions are students who were grouped at the
upper (older) and lower (younger) ends of the scale. The 50-over group under-refer for the three
years for which data is available. An under-referral trend appears to start with the 30-49 age
group. On the other hand, 18- and 19-year old age groups, that is, those groups which ciude the
most high school graduates, are over-referred in 1988-1989 and 1989-1990. Note, such
comparisons are not possible for 1990-1991 because the age groups provided by the Chancellar's
Office did not match the age groups previously chosen for the CPEC report.

Among the eligible students the percents for each age group closely parallels the percentages of
referred students. Similarly, among the students receiving added services the group percentages
again were comparable to the referral percentages. This comparability means that once students in
a particular age group initiated a referral, they maintained the same proportional representation
through the outcomes of eligihlity and added services. The calculated differences were less than
one percent for any group.

The chi-square statistic did detect a reliable difference across age groups for each of the three years
1988-1989, 1989-1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of eligibility and provision of
additional services exists. The first year's data did not yield a stanstically significant chi-square
value.

Gender. An alternating pattern existed in the proportion of referrals among males and females
during the four years of the study. The first year, 1987-1988, femailes were somewhat more likely
to be referred than males. This result was reversed the following year, 1988-1989, when males
were evidenced more frequently (2%) than they were in the total college population. Females were
underrepresented by the same amount. For the next two studies, 1989-1990 and 1990-1991, the
resuit reversed again wath females being overrepresented by a little over one percent.

Among the eligible students the percents for both genders closely parallels the percentages of
referred students. Sioularly, among the students receiving added services the gender percentages
again were comparable to the referral percentages. This simulanty means that once particular
students, male or female, were referred from the general college population, they tended to
mantain the same proportional representation through the next steps of ehgibility and agdded
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Table 4

1987-1988

Grouping
Factor

Age

Gender
Ethnicity

1988-1989

Grouping
Factor

Age

Gender
Ethnicity

1989-1990

Grouping
Factor

Age

Gender
Ethmicity

1990-1991

Grouping
Factor

Age

Gender
Ethnicity

Note:

Appendiz F

Statistical Relations Among Age, Gender, and Ethnic Charactenstics by Ehgibility and

Additional Services Outcomes
Eligibility
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square v Size(%)
9.20 .03 3.650
42.00* 07 7.50
71.79* .10 10 00
Eligibility
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square v Size(%)
28.41* .05 5
29.98* -.05 5
81.53* .09 5
Eligihility
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square \'4 Size(%)
51.28* .05 6.82
52.55* 07 6.90
116.02* 07 1025
Ehgihlity
Cha- Cramer's Effect
Square v Size(%)
68.42* 05 757
53.49* 07 669
84.86* 06 843

*Statistically significant wath p < 0 001

**Statistically significant with p < 0.05

LD Referrals, Eligibility, and Services: 1987 - 1891

Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square \4 Size(%)
Additional Services
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square \4 Size(%)

12,15%* 03 3
31.15* 06 5
28,29+ 05 5
Additional Services
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square v Size(%)
34.35* 04 5.58
9.41* 03 292
42 57 04 621
Additional Services
Chi- Cramer's Effect
Square v Si1ze(%)
43.57T* 04 3 50
14.67* 04 604
26.40** 03 470
9

Additional Services
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services. The calculated differences were less than one percent for any group. The chi-square
statistic did detect a reliable difference between males and females for each of the three years 1988-
1989, 1989-1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of eligibility and provision of
additional services was conditional upon a student's gender. This small difference of percentages
illustrates th= sensitivity of chi-square to detecting statistical significance.

Ethnicity. For each of the four years of the study, marked differences were observed between the
number of ssudents in a particular ethnic group who initiated a referral and the actual prevalence of
that group in the total student population. This difference means that two ethnic groups, for
example (a) Native American/Alaskan and (b) Filipino, may represent small percentages of the
total student populationbut the referral rate for the former ended up five times as high as the rate
for the latter. This differenieg reflects an overrepresentation of the Native American/Alaskan group
and an underrepresentation ofthe Filipino group.

Among the =ligible students the p
referred students. Similarly, among
again were comparable 10 the referral
ethnic group initiated a referral, the group
through the sutcomes of eligibility and a

students receiving added services the group percentages
entages. This means that once members of a particular
ed to maintain the same proportional representation
ervices. The calculated differences were not more
than three p2rcent for any group. Just as with d¢ge and gender groupings, the chi-square staustdc
did detect a reliable difference across ethnic groups for each of the three years 1988-1989, 1989-
1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of*gligibility and provision of additional services
was conditional upon a student's ethnicity. For the 1989-1990 and 1990-1991 the effect size
for eligibility was quite small. Thus, to some minor degree, eligibility may be attributed to one's
ethnic membdership.

Issues
In summary, the data provide a simular pattern across the four of the study. The number of
students from each age group tends to be in the same proportion ti their prevalence in the general
college population except for the 50-over group which under-refer ynd the 18 and 19-year old age

groups which over-refer. Once an age group starts the eligibility assgssment, however, they
maintain the same proportion through eligibility and added services as\any other age group.

year to year for referral

In regard to gender, an alternating pattern of representation was noted fr
Once referred, both

of males and females. The difference, however, was never more than 2
groups maintained simular proportions for eligibility and added services.

The analyses of differences among ethnic groups provided the most striking patterns. Marked
differences -n referral rates were noted for certain groups. These differences were demonstrated by
comparing the number of referrals and the prevalence of the ethnic group 1n the\jotal college
population. Once again, as with age and gender, once a referral group was established, no
noteworthy differences were found across ethnic groups in terms of eligibility of added services.

Three issues are important to understanding the LD eligibility model and efforts to ensure its
quahty and =xcellence for the commumty coilege system. These three issues are described below

Standard for a fair eligibility model. One of the 1ssues confronted in developing this report was the
difficulty of selecung an acceptable standard for evaluating the outcomes. Some concerns that
sparked the study was that the eligibility model was flawed by being unfair to different segments of
the commurity college population. Three different statistics were selected to analyze patterns in the
dataand ye: someone might argue that the three measures were flawed. Lacking a clearly
described definition of “fairness” or “unfaurness,” the intent was to look at the data from different
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services. The calculated differences were less than one percent for any group. The chi-square
statistic did detect a reliable difference between males and females for each of the three years 1988-
1989, 1989-1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of eligibility and provision of
additional services was conditional upon a student’s gender. This small difference of percentages
illustrates the sensitivity of chi-square to detecting statistical significance.

Ethnicity. For each of the four years of the smdy, marked differences were observed between the
number of students in a particular ethnic group who initiated a referral and the actual prevalence of
that group in the total student population. This difference means that two ethnic groups, for
example (a) Native American/Alaskan and (b) Filipino, may represent small percentages of the
total student population but the referral rate for the former ended up five times as high as the rate
for the latter. This difference reflects an overrepresentation of the Native American/Alaskan group

and an underrepresentation of the Filipino group.

Among the eligible students the percents for each ethnic group closely parallels the percentages of
referred students. Similarly, among the students receiving added services the group percentages
again were comparable to the referral percentages. This means that once members of a particular
ethnic group initiated a referral, the group tended to maintain the same proportional representanon
through the outcomes of eligibility and added services. The calculated differences were not more
than three percent for any group. Just as with age and gender groupings, the chi-square statistic
did detect a reliable difference across ethnic groups for each of the three years 1988-1989, 1989-
1990, and 1990-1991 meaning a differential rate of eligibility and provision of additional services
was conditional upon a student’s ethnicity. For the years 1989-1990 and 1990-1991 the effect size
for eligibility was quite small. Thus, to some munor degree, eligibility may be attmbuted to one's
ethruc membership.

Issues

In summary, the data provide a similar pattern across the four years of the study. The number of
students from each age group tends to be in the same proportion to their prevalence 1n the general
college population except for the 50-over group which under-refer and the 18 and 19-year old age
groups which over-refer. Once an age group starts the eligibility assessment, however, they
maintain the same proportion through eligibility and added services as any other age group.

In regard to gender, an alternaung pattern of representation was noted from year to year for referral
of males and females. The difference, however, was never more than 2%. Once referred, both
groups maintained sinmular proportions for eligibility and added services.

The analyses of differences among ethnic groups provided the most stnking patterns. Marked
differences 1n referral rates were noted for certain groups. These differences were demonstrated by
comparing the number of referrals and the prevalence of the ethnic group 1n the total college
population. Once agazn, as with age and gender, once a referral group was established, no
noteworthy differences were found across ethmc groups 1n terms of eligibility or added services.

Three issues are important to understanding the LD eligibility model and efforts to ensure 1ts
quality and excellence for the commumity college system. These three 1ssues are described below.

Standard for a fair elimbilitv model. One of the 1ssues confronted in developing this report was the
dafficulty of selecting an acceptable standard for evaluating the outcomes. Some concerns that
sparked the study was that the eligibility model was flawed by being unfair to different segments of
the comrnunity college populanon. Three different statisics were selected to analyze patterns 1n the
data and yet someone mught argue that the three measures were flawed. Lacking a clearly
descnibed definition of “fairness” or “unfairness,” the intent was to look at the data from different
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perspectives, which the use of different statistics permitted. As the issue of faimess is discussed
more fully, additional analyses and discussions might be made of the data. From our perspective,
the LD eligibility model looks fair.

LD Model Develonment Stydy. The Chancellor’s Office is currently involved in a study regarding
the LD eligibility model. This study involves over 1100 students and will (2) evaluate new
revisions and alternative measures of a student’s ability and achievement, (b) provide a basis of
revising the eligibility components, and (c) update the model based on the diversity of the
students’ characteristics. Based on the results the LD specialists will have additional procedures
that they might use in evaluating a student’s academic achievement and potential for achievement.
These measures would be particularly valuable for students whose expressive language
proficiencies are more limited. Other procedures being researched would be more appropnate to
those students whose academic skulls are above average, but still significantly less than their
estimated aptitude for achievement.

LD assessment corls, Leaming disabilities is the only categorical disability in which the actual
assessment is completed by the colleges. For other disability areas, ehgibility is determined
generally from assessment completed by other agencies e.g., Department of Rehabilitation, K-12
schools, regional centers, or private consultants or businesses. The individual assessment process
is expensive for colleges because of the expertise and time required. The 1ssue is that presently
colleges receive funding only for those students who are judged eligible. This practice is
particularly significant in hght of the increased numbers of referred students noted over the four
years of the study.

This overview of three basic issues 1llustrate still other complexities of providing meaningful
services to students with LD in an equitable and consistent manner. The Chancellor's Office will
continue to work with the colleges to address these issues and monitor the LD eligibility models’
outcomes.

References
SPSS Inc. (1988). SPSS-X User's Guide. (3rd Edition). Chicago: SPSS Inc.

SYSTAT Inc. (1989). SYSTAT: Intelhgent Software. Evanston, I : SYSTAT Inc.
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Appendix G

DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATION

MISSION AND GOALS STATEMENT
MARCH 1992

" MISSION

The mission of the Department of Rehabilitation is to assist people with
disabilities, particularly those with severe disabilities, in obtaining and retaining
meaningful employment and living independently in their communities. The
Department develops, purchases, provides and advocates for programs and
services in vocational rehabilitation, habilitation and independent living with a
priority on serving persons with all disabilities, especially those with the most
severe disabilities.

GOALS

1)  Inan attempt to break down commonly-held myths, the Department
will consistently communicate a positive message about people with
disabilities by actively referring to people with disabilities with
proper language which promotes equality, self-determination,
independence, dignity and full participation.

a) Develop and maintain an effective communication
system that informs the general public, consumers,
business community and others regarding the
capabilities and achievements of people with
disabilities.

b)  Create events and programs targeted for selected groups
to promote a greater understanding of people with
disabilities.

o -1-
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¢) Expand awareness efforts through positive public
relations portraying people with disabilities as tax-
payers engaged in significant activities rather than tax-
consumers.

d Produce and disseminate updated and appropriate
brochures, videos and other marketing tools necessary
to promote people with disabilities and the Department
of Rehabilitation.

2)  Inconcert with the Governor’s "prevention” agenda, the Department
will promote meaningful employment and independent living
concepts for all people with disabilities, particularly Department of
Rehabilitation consumers with the most severe disabilities, to reduce
long-term dependence.

a)  Plan for and support vocational and career opportunities
for consumers with an emphasis on viable career
development paths.

b) Develop and implement strategies to increase the
vocational, social and personal independence of persons
with disabilities, with a particular emphasis on persons
with severe disabilities.

¢)  Train and support counseling staff in the development
of rehabilitation plans that promote personal

' independence, social participation and career-related
vocational goals.

d)  Insure that services provided result in positive outcomes
and are consistent with the Administration’s prevention
policy agenda.

¢)  Increase rehabilitation services to Supplemental Security
Income/Social Security Disability Insurance recipients
to reduce their dependence on public assistance.
2-
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3)

g

h)

The Department will encourage people with disabilities, and
consumer advocacy organizations, to be full partners in the

Promote continued transition of individuals with
developmental disabilities from sheltered workshops to
supported employment through Vocational
Rehabilitation/Work Activity Program and Supported
Employment activities.

Develop cooperative programs with the Departments of
Mental Health, Alcohol and Corrections to match all
available federal dollars for services to targeted
populations.

Develop and provide information to persons with severe
disabilities concerning methods to prevent the onset of
secondary disabilities.

Department’s policy-making process.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Promote consumers to full partners in the development
of their rehabilitation and independent living plans.

Assure that consumers are provided appropriate and
quality services on a consistent basis.

Establish key Department advisory committees,
including the Blind, Deaf, Independent Living and
Rehabilitation advisory committees, with substantial
consumer representation.

Encourage and support consumer participation in the
policy-making process through the removal of
communication barriers by consistently using readers,
interpreters, facilitators as well as braille, large print
and other accessible media.

3-
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¢}  Assure that the rights of consumers are protected
through timely and objective administrative review and
fair hearing proceedings. Inform consumers of their
rights frequently during the rehabilitation process.

f)  Provide complete, consistent and timely access
information through increased involvement of the
Community Access Program.

g) Sponsor an annual consumer conference and conduct
"Town Hall" meetings to solicit broad consumer input
into departmental policies and practices.

h) Serve as a conduit of information between the
Administration and consumers and their advocacy
organizations.

The Department will develop an amiable relationship with the
business community in pursuit of meaningful employment and
independent living opportunities for people with disabilities.

a) Identify current employer problems and concerns to
assist the Department in its efforts to place people with
disabilities in meaningful jobs.

b)  Provide employers with information about the services
and assistance available through the Department.

c)  Work in cooperation with the Governor’s Committee
for the Employment of Persons with Disabilities on
initiatives to develop greater and more meaningful
employment opportunities for people with disabilities.

d) Establish an Employer’s Advisory Committee to

facilitate formal input into Department policy,
procedures and program operations.
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¢}  Assure that the rights of consumers are protected
through timely and objective administrative review and
fair hearing proceedings. Inform consumers of their
rights frequently during the \ehabilitation process.

f) Provide complete, consistent and timely access
information through increased involvement of the
Community Access Program.

g)  Sponsor an annual consumer conference and conduct
"Town Hall" meetings to solicit broad consumer input
into departmental policies and practices.

fons -

h) Serve as a conduit of information between the

Administration and consumers and their advocacy

organizations.

4)  The Department will develop an amiable relationship with the
business community in pursuit of meaningful employment and
independent living opportunities for people with disabilities.

a)  Identify current employer problems and concerns to
assist the Department in its efforts to place people with
disabilities in meaningful jobs.

b)  Provide employers with information about the services
and assistance available through the Department.

¢)  Work in cooperation with the Governor’s Committee
for the Employment of Persons with Disabilities on
initiatives to develop greater and more meaningful
employment opportunities for people with disabilities.

d)  Establish an Employer’s Advisory Committee to
facilitate formal input into Department policy,
procedures and program operations.
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d)  Develop effective and efficient mechanisms for linking
employers with consumers, such as through an
employment registry.

The Department will develop partnerships with education institutions
to strengthen the link between school and work for people with
disabilities.

a)  Develop cooperative programs with schools, colleges,
universities, and other local education agencies to
match all available federal dollars for services to
targeted populations.

b) Through education, facilitate long-term career
development for people with disabilities

¢) Increase coordination across all Transition Programs
with education agencies to facilitate an effective and
efficient continuum of services.

d)  Consolidate cooperative advisory committees to more
effectively and consistently work with educational
institutions.

e) Develop jointly sponsored programs with the
universities to direct people with disabilities toward
teaching careers as one step to address the significant
faculty shortage California faces.

f)  Assist the rehabilitation counseling programs in
California’s universities to increase the diversity of
potential counselors as well as the quality and quantity
of rehabilitation counselors seeking employment with
the Department.

g)  Establish strong linkages between the Department,
educational agencies and the business community.

-5-
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6)

7

8)

The Department will identify and encourage the development of
qual.ity, effective and efficient service to facilitate the independence
and =mployment of consumers.

a)  Survey consumers and appropriate Department staff to
identify critical services for consumers.

b)  Providetechnical assistance and implement strategies to

facilities.

¢}  Continue ongoing &ducational programs on a statewide
basis to ensure appropgiate and timely service delivery
to consumers through sexyice provider organizations.

The Department will establish
assistive technology plan to guide
necessary technology for meaningful e
living for people with disabilities.

implement a comprehensive
e Department in providing
loyment and independent

The Department will serve as the lead agency\in California’s efforts
to implement the Americans with Disabilities Act by providing
education, training, and technical assistance to bsinesses, state and
loca: agencies and disability organizations.

a)  Establish an ADA Implementation Unit with §jve new
staff positions to provide information and assis
program and physical access requirements to gnsure
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Yct.

b)  Establish local resource persons to conduct worksilops
and training sessions regarding the requirements,
impact, and enforcement of the ADA.

c) Develop brochures, pamphlets and other printed

material for distribution to employers, consumers and
other groups.
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The Department will identify and encourage the development of
quality, effective and efficient service to facilitate the independence
and employment of consumers.

a)  Survey consumers and appropriate Department staff to
identify critical services for consumers.

b)  Provide technical assistance and implement strategies to
assist providers in the effective operation of their
facilities.

c)  Continue ongoing educational programs on a statewide
basis to ensure apprepriate and timely service delivery
to consumers through'service provider organizations.

The Department will establish and implement a comprehensive
assistive technology plan to guide the Department in providing
necessary technology for meaningful employment and independent
living for people with disabilities.

The Department will serve as the lead agency in California’s efforts
to implement the Americans with Disabilities Act by providing
education, training, and technical assistance to businesses, state and
local agencies and disability organizations.

a)  Establish an ADA Implementation Unit with five new
staff positions to provide information and assistance on
program and physical access requirements to ensure
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

b)  Establish local resource persons to conduct workshops
and training sessions regarding the requirements,
impact, and enforcement of the ADA.

c) Develop brochures, pamphlets and other printed
material for distribution to employers, consumers and
other groups.

6-
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10)

d)

The Department will assist in the development of role models and

Design and implement an aggressive statewide
promotional campaign to address major concerns of
employers, persons in the disability community and the
general public,

Research, write and produce a video highlighting
aspects of accessibility, including architectural and
programmatic barriers.

youth leadership within the disability community.

a)

b)

d)

The Department will improve the quality of service to consumers
through a commitment to long-term planning and increased

Develop integrated peer group programs for youth with
disabilities to enable them to demonstrate school and
community leadership and to initiate the transition to
the adult world of social participation, career
exploration and career development.

Remove stereotypes and attitudinal barriers early in life
by supporting the youth training and development
efforts of Project Interdependence.

Co-sponsor and play a key role in the Disabled Youth
Leadership Conference, sponsored by the Governor’s
Committee for Employment of Persons with
Disabilities, scheduled for August.

Recognize outstanding professionals with disabilities
and community leaders through the annual Governor’s
Hall of Fame ceremony.

professionalism for all Department personnel.

a)

Initiate a comprehensive organizational review of the
Department to assess the utilization of all Department
staff resources.

-7-
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b)

g)

Build a participatory management team which is diverse
in terms of disability, gender and ethnicity.

Reduce bureaucratic obstacles that prevent counselors
from providing quality services.

Increase the effectiveness of program outcomes through
an integrated team approach with an emphasis on
consumer involvement and direction.
Support in-service trai and continuing education
efforts to upgrade the qualifications and skills of all
Department personnel. .-

Develop new measures to evalbate
effectiveness instead of the annual totals

and rehabilitations.

program
new plans

Modémize and streamline Department ﬁn}ncial
planning, fiscal monitoring and accountability. \
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b)

g)

Build a participatory management team which is diverse
in terms of disability, gender and ethnicity.

Reduce bureaucratic obstacles that prevent counselors
from providing quality services.

Increase the effectiveness of program outcomes through
an integrated team approach with an emphasis on
consumer involvement and direction.

Support in-service training and continuing education
efforts to upgrade the qualifications and skills of all
Department personnel.

Develop new nmeasures to evaluate program
effectiveness instead of the annual totals of new plans
and rehabilitations.

Modémize and streamline Department financial
planning, fiscal monitoring and accountability.
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commus-
s10n 1S a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
1slature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califorrua’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education 1in Califomia Two student members are
appointed by the Governor

As of February 1995, the Commussioners represent-
ing the general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Jeffrey I Marston, San Diego

Guillermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco,
Vice Charr

Mehnda G Whlson, Torrance

Linda] Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are

Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by
the Regents of the University of Califorma.

Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appointed
by the Califorma State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appounted by
the Board of Governors of the Califormia
Community Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the Califormua State University,
and

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent Califormia’s independent
colleges and universities, and

vacani, representing the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,
innovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of postsecondary
education in Califorma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, umiversities, and professional and
occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Govemnor, the
Commussion does not govern or adrmunister any institunons,
nor does 1t approve, authorize, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs 1ts specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, administrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
vear at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education bevond the high school in Califormia By law,
1ts meetings are open to the public  Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by writing the Commussion n
advance or by submitting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carried out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s appomted by
the Comrmussion

Further information about the Comnussion and its publi-
catrons may be obtained from the Commussion offices at
1303 J Street. Suite 500, Sacramento, Califormua 98514-
2933, telephone (916) 445-7933 or Calnet 485-7933, FAX
(916) 3274417



SERVICES FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
IN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 92-21

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commus-
sion as part of 1ts planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities  Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, Califorma Post-
secondary Education Commission, 1303 J Street,
Fifth Floor, Sacramento, California 95814-2936

Recent reports of the Commission include.

92-4 Prospects for Long-Range Capital Planning
in Califorma Public Higher Education® A Prehm-
nary Review A Staff Report to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (January 1992)

92-5 Current Methods and Future Prospects for
Funding Cahfornia Public Higher Education The
First in a Series of Reports on Funding California’s
Colleges and Universities into the Twenty-First Cen-
tury (March 1992)

92-6 Commission Comments on the Systems’ Pre-
liminary Funding Gap Reports A Report to the Leg-
1slature and the Governor in Response to Supplemen-

tal Report Language of the 1991 Budget Act March
1992)

92-7 Analyses of Options and Alternatives for
Califorma Higher Education: Comments by the Staff
of the Califormia Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion on Current Proposals for Change 1n California’s
Public Colleges and Umiversities (March 1992)

92-8 Faculty Salanes in Califormia’s Public Uni-
versities, 1992-93 A Report to the Legislature and
Governor 1n Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No 51 (1965) (March 1992)

92-9 Fiscal Profiles, 1992 The Second m a Series
of Handbooks about the Financing of Cahforma Post-
secondary Education {March 1992)

92-10  Student Profiles, 1991 The Second 1n a
Series of Annual Factbooks About Student Participa-
tion in Cahforma Higher Education (March 1992)

92-11 Meeting the Educational Needs of the New
Cabhformans: A Report to Governor Wilson and the
Califormia Legislature 1n Response to Assembly Con-
current Resolution 128 (1990) (March 1992)

92-12  Analysis of the 1992-93 Governor's Bud-
get A Staff Report to the Cahforma Postsecondary
Education Commussion (March 1992)

92-13  Postsecondary Enrollment Opportunities
for High School Students A Report to the Legislature
and the Governor in Response to Chapter 554, Stat-
utes of 1990 «June 1992)

- _.____f'_ — e

92-14 Ehgibility of California’s 1990 High School
Graduates for Admission to the State’s Public Uni-
versittes A Report of the 1990 High School Eligibil-
1ty Study (June 1992)

92-15  Progress of the Califorma Science Project
A Report to the Legislature in Response to Chapter
1486, Statutes of 1987 (June 1992)

92-16 Supplemental Report on Academic Sala-
res, 1991-92 A Report to the Governor and Legisla-
ture 11 Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
No 51 (1966) and Supplemental Language to the
1979 and 1981 Budget Acts (August 1992)

92-17 A Framework for Statewide Facilities Plan-
ning' Proposals of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commuission to Improve and Refine the Capital
Outlay Planning Process in Califormia Higher Educa-
tion (August 1992)

92-18 Guidehnes for Review of Proposed Univer-
sity Campuses, Community Colleges, and Education-
al Centers A Revizion of the Commuission’s 1990
Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses and Off-
Campus Centers (August 1992)

92-19  Approval of the Lemoore Center of the
West Hills Community College Dhstrict: A Report to
the Governor and Legisiature 1n Response to a Re-
quest from the Board of Governors to Recognize the
Center as the Official Community College Center for
the Lemoore/Hanford Area of Kings County (August
1992)

92-20 Commussion Comments on the Systems’
Final Funding Gap Reports A Second Report to the
Legislature and the Governor in Response to Supple-
mental Report Language of the 1991 Budget Act
(August 1992)

92-21  Services for Students with Disabilities 1n
Califorma Pubhic Higher Education, 1992 The Sec-
ond 1n a Series of Bienmal Reports to the Governor
and Legislature 1n Response to Assembly Bill 746
(Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) (August 1992)

92-22 Exchanging Students with Eastern Euro-
pe* Closing a Half-Century Learning Gap A Report
to the Governor and Legislature in Response to As-
sembly Concurrent Resolution 132 (Resolution Chap-
ter 145, Statutes of 1990) (August 1992) \

92-23 1992.93 Plan of Work for the California
Postsecondary Education Commission Major Stud-
1es and Other Commission Activities  August 1992
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